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INTRODUCTION

ORIGINS OF THE REPORT

During the last five years, the cost of attending college i1n Califormia
increased sharply, while the State increased student aid funds only minimally,
and the federal government severely reduced its aid programs. As a result,
concern has risen about the continued ability of the State's grant programs
to provide college access and choice to financially needy undergraduates.

This increasing concern was evident in Supplemental Budget Language adopted
by the Legislature in the 1984-85 Budget Act calling on the Commission to
examine the California Student Aid Commission's grant programs:

Student Financial Aid Study. In order to assess the extent to
which existing state student financial aid programs meet stated
goals, the Legislature directs the California Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commission to examine the characteristics of Student Aid
Commission grant program applicants and recipients over the past
several years. This assessment should include, but not be limited
to, an analysis of the following.

(a) the characteristics of applicants and application patterns;
(b) program provisicns affecting eligibility;

(¢) characteristics of recipients and distribution of awards
among students and segments;

(d) mechanisms and program provisions affecting the distribution
of awards, including determination of need, 1income cei1lings,
number of first-time awards, and criteria for rationing
avatrlable first-time awards;

(e) program relationships including the interaction among state
grant programs and between state programs and [the] federal
Pell Grant program, and

(f) the renewal process including the community college reserve
portion of the Cal Grant A program and renewal requirements
for other Cal Grant A and B recipients

The Postsecondary Education Commission shall submit a preliminary
report on program characteristics to the Joint Legislative Budget
Committee and the fiscal committees by November 30, 1984, and a
final report outlining a range of possible policy options and
their implications by February 15, 1985 (Item 6420-001-001).

This report constitutes the preliminary report on program characteristics
called for in this Supplemental Budget Language It also represents the
second part of the Commission's comprehensive analysis of how California
students meet the costs of attending college and of the effectiveness of
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existing State and federal financial aid programs 1in assuring access for
needy students.

The first part of the Commission's analysis was the staff report, Meeting

the Costs of Attending College, released in April 1984. That 1mitial report
examined the financial characteristics of the State's undergraduates and the
differences in the economic circumstances of students attending the different
segments; explored the cost of attendance 1in the segments and looked at the

factors that produce cost differences; analyzed how undergraduates and their
families meet the cost of attendance; and described how similar students 1n

different segments use parental contributions, student contributions, grant
aid, and loans to meet their college costs.

The current report focuses on those California undergraduates who i1n recent
years applied for financial assistance from the State's two major undergrad-
unate grant programs -- the Cal Grant A State Scholarship Program and the Cal
Grant B Opportunity Grant Program -- and the much smaller Cal Grant C Occu-
pational Training Grant Program. In Part One 1t describes the general
character:istics of all Cal Grant applicants and recipients and recent trends.
In Parts Two through Four 1t examines each Program in terms of the Legisla-
ture's charge in 1ts Supplementary Budget Language, including recent trends
1n application patterns, provisions affecting eligibility, characteristics
of applicants and recipients, factors affecting the distribution of awards,
program interaction, and the renewal process. In each part, 1t attempts to
i1dent1fy the factors responsible for changes 1in these program character-
1stics.

The issues raised in this report -- and to be addressed still further in a
subsequent report due to the Legislature in February 1985 -+~ include these
questions:

1. Are the State's two major Cal Grant programs effectively meeting their
stated goals and the needs of California's financially needy college and
university undergraduates?

2. How do existing eligibility requirements, program provisions, funding
levels, and statutory limits on the number of grants affect the distri-
bution of awards among students and segments?

3. VWhat impact have increasing educational costs and cutbacks in federal
aid programs had on the effectiveness of State programs and on the
relationship among State, federal, and institutional ai1d?

4. And would some other program structures, eligibility requirements,

program provisions, or funding levels better meet program goals and the
needs of California students?

SOURCES OF DATA

The primary sources of data for this analysis are the California Student Aid
Commission’s complete applicant/recipient files for both first-time and
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renewal applicants for Cal Grant A, B, and C awards for 1980-81 through
1983-84, and 1ts files on institutional coste and characteristics. These
computerized data files have been merged into four student aid master files
by Postsecondary Education Commission staff -- one file for each of the four
application/award years. These files contain specific information on the
demographic, financial, and academic circumstances of each applicant, as
well as an assessment of the applicants’ costs or "budget" at the insti-
tution that he or she seeks to attend, the ability of parents to contribute
toward meeting these costs, the applicants' individual earnings, eligibality
for federal Pell Grant aid, and other relevant data.

Information gained from the analysis of these data were supplemented with
data on program characteristics published by the Student Aid Commission
Research Office, the Student Aid Commission's Student Expenses and Resources
Survey, the College Scholarship Service, and other available sources.

ASSUMPTIONS

In undertaking this study, the Commission staff has operated on these four
general assumptions:

1. An analysis of the characteristics of Cal Grant applicants and recipients
will increase understanding of the ways 1n which demographic factors and
institutional charges influence the number and types of students who
seek financial assistance to attend college.

2  An examination of changes in the characteristics of Cal Grant recipients
will increase understanding of the ways i1n which application patterns
and program provisions influence the distribution of awards among students
and segments as well as the appropriateness of current statutory restric-
tions on the number of grants and the adequacy of present funding levels,

3. An analysis of the interaction among Cal Grant programs and between them
and the federal Pell Grant program will reveal the extent to which each
program serves different or similar groups of students and the extent to
which they complement one another, and

4. An examnation of the renewal process -- particularly the Community
College reserve portion of the Cal Grant A program and the renewal
requirements for other Cal Grant A and B recipients -- will illuminate
the extent to which these programs facilitate the transfer of financially
needy undergraduates from Community Colleges to four-year public and
independent institutions and the timely progress of other grant recipi-
ents from lower-division work toward the baccalaureate degree.

The Commission welcomes reactions to this report and, in particular, to 1its
success in achieving these understandings, 1n order to assure that the final
report in this series will outline for the Legislature the best possible
policy options for State-funded student financial aid in the future.



ONE

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF CAL GRANT APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS

Ten facts characterize the three major undergraduate Cal Grant programs of
the California Student Aid Commission and their student applicants and
grant recipients:

1. INCREASING COMPETITION

The competition for the 14,933 new Cal Grant A, 6,825 Cal Grant B, and 1,337
Cal Grant C awards has increased greatly in recent years because of the
sharp rise in the number of applicants. Total applications have increased
from 69,027 1n 1980-81 to 90,996 1in 1983-84 for Cal Grant A, from 41,437 to
56,082 for Cal Grant B, and from 14,934 to 21,972 for Cal Grant C.

2. LOW RATES OF APPLICATION COMPLETION

The number of students completing applications 1s less than the number who
begin the application process, particularly in the Cal Grant B program. In
1980-81, only 60.3 percent of those who started the Cal Grant B application
process actually completed the required forms, and in 1983-84, 59.4 percent
did so. The comparable figures for the Cal Grant C program were 58.8 and
63.7 percent, and for the Cal Grant A program, 72.5 and 73.4 percent

These figures strongly suggest that high achieving students from either
low-i1ncome or more advantaged backgrounds have less difficulty than do
disadvantaged students completing all the paperwork required to apply for
financial aid. The Student Ai1d Commission has made efforts to simplify that
process in recent years, but the problem persists.

3. LITTLE INCREASE IN APPLICATIONS FROM INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS

The size of the independent institutions' Cal Grant applicant pools increased
much more slowly than those of other participating segments:

e The number of Cal Grant A applicants from independent institutions
increased by only 1,095, or just 6.7 percent between 1980-81 and 1983-84,
at a time when State University applicants jumped by 9,547 and those
from the University grew by 5,045.



e Their Cal Grant B applicants increased by only 627, compared to 3,956 in
the Community Colleges, 1,720 in the State University, and 1,397 1in the
University.

¢ Their Cal Grant C applicants grew by just 244, compared to 3,678 in the
Community Colleges, and 2,540 in proprietary and other private institu-
tions (The University and State University do not participate in this
vocational-technical training grant program.)

4. DECLINES IN ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS FROM INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS

The number of low-income and middle-income Cal Grant A applicants to the
University and State University increased over the four-year period, but at
independent 1nstitutions substantially fewer students applied from families
with incomes below $36,000. Increases in these applicants also occurred 1in
the Cal Grant B program at the three public segments, but again at indepen-
dent 1nstitutions fewer students applied from families with incomes below
$24,000. In fact, 1in both of these programs, almost the entire increase at
independent 1institutions occurred among applicants from families whose
incomes were too high to remain eligible for grants. At least 60 percent of
the increase in the University's Cal Grant A pool and 72 percent of the
growth 1in its Cal Grant B pool also occurred among similar applicants, but
the State University's applicant pool exhibited similar growth only in the
Cal Grant B program.

5. RELATIVE DECLINES IN MIDDLE INCOME APPLICANTS

In both the Cal Grant A and B programs, the relative size of the middle-

income applicant group declined considerably. Much of the apparent upward

shift i1n the income distribution among applicants to these programs stemmed
from the impact of inflation on famaly incomes, but adjusting for inflation,
the greatest increase 1in applications actually occurred among those with

1980-equivalent incomes below $12,000 1in both programs and above $42,000 1in
the Cal Grant A program or above $36,000 1n the Cal Grant B program

6. INCREASING GAP BETWEEN NUMBER OF GRANTS AND NUMBER OF
FINANCIALLY-NEEDY APPLICANTS

Between 1980-81 and 1983-84, the statutory limits on the number of new
awards 1n all three programs were not increased, but the number of financially-
needy applicants increased sharply, as did the competition for the limited
number of new grants.

¢ The number of new Cal Grant A awards remained at 14,933, but the number
of needy eligible applicants who were turned down without a grant
increased from 15,215 to 27,208.
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7.

The gap between the number of needy eligible applicants and authorized
new Cal Grant B awards widened from 10,692 to 26,498. Most of these
fully-qualified applicants were from extremely low-income, disadvantaged
families, and yet for every one of them who received a new Cal Grant B
award, more than three were turned away.

The gap was widest in the Cal Grant C program expanding from 5,981 to

10,996 and increasing the ratio of successful to unsuccessful applicants
from 1:4 to 1.8.

INCREASED IMPACT OF ELIGIBILITY LIMITATIONS

Each program has certain provisions that affect eligiblity and the distribu-
tion of new awards:

All programs require potential recipients to demonstrate financial need,
but over the four years they all restricted eligiblity sti1ll further.

The Cal Grant A and C programs use the same 1ncome ceiling. Yet after
1981-82, this income ceiling was not adjusted to reflect inflat:on.
This eliminated sizable numbers of the most academically able Cal Grant
A applicants from the University and independent institutions. Its
lmpact was less dramatic in the Cal Grant C program only because a
smaller proportion of its applicants exceeded the income ceiling.

The Cal Grant B program, on the other hand, uses an income-family size
matrix in 1ts scoring system to limit eligibility. It eliminated sizable
numbers of applicants from large families with 1ncomes over $22,500
because 1t weighted 1ncome more heavily than family size in determining
program eligibility.

The statutory limit on new awards greatly increased competition for
available new grants and made a2ll elements for rationing each program's
awards more sensitive. In the Cal Grant A program, heightened competa-
tion raised the grade-point cutoffs, particularly in 1981-82 In the
Cal Grant B program, all elements of 1its complex scoring system became
relatively more important, but most decisive were applicants' grade-point
scores and those they received on a series of subjective questions about
their background and goals. Finally, in the Cal Grant C program, with
nine eligible applicants for every available new grant, the designation
of job market shortage occupations and all elements in 1ts scoring
system proved critical for selection.

REDUCED PROPORTION OF AWARDS TO NEW HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES

Dramatic increases in the pumber of older applicants decreased the

chances of applicants just finishing high school to secure grants. In
the Cal Grant A program, the practice of allocating new awards on the
basis of the percentage of needy eligible applicants at each academic
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level, together with this increase 1n the number of older applicants
shifted more new grants to self-supporting applicants and to those who
were already enrolled in college and away from those applying directly
from high schoel. In contrast, the 16 unit limitation for eligibilaty
1n the Cal Grant B program assured that almost all of 1ts new grants
went to recent high school graduates. Yet in the Cal Grant C program,
older applicants included students already enrolled in vocational pro-
grams as well as those seeking job retraining and those who had begun
their postsecondary education 1n academic programs and then switched to
vocational-technical training. These older applicants secured a larger
pPercentage of available new Cal Grant C awards by scoring better on the
program's eligibility criteria, since a greater percentage of these
awards were not reserved for those who had already begun their postsecon-
dary education.

INCREASING GAP BETWEEN THE SIZE OF EACH GRANT AND
EDUCATIONAL COSTS

The rapid increases in the costs of attending either public or independent
institutions not only exceeded the rate of inflation, the rise in family
incomes, and the availability of federal Pell grants, but also the reduced
assistance of Cal Grant awards. The lack of adjustment in the maximum
amount of Cal Grant awards for these increases meant that recipients got
insufficient funds from their grants to cover their educational costs.

The unmet need of Cal Grant A recipients increased from $1,622 1n 1980-81
to 52,889 1n 1983-84 at the State University, $1,374 to $2,474 at the
University, and from $2,124 to $4,320 at independent institutions.

The unmet need of Cal Grant B recipients increased even more. Although
their grants included §1,100 for subsistence, the fact that first-year
recipients cannot receive grants for tuition or fees meant that extremely
low-1ncome first-year recipients faced major costs at four-year institu-
tions that were uncovered by either their Pell or Cal Grants. In fact,
by 1983-84, the average remaining need of these first-year recipients

ranged from $2,175 at the State University to §$7,460 at independent
institutions.

The same general trend was evident for Cal Grant C recipitents, because
their maximum grants have not been increased since the program's inception
1n 1973~74, while college and proprietary school costs have risen sharply.

One of the consequences of the failure of both federal and Cal Grant axd
1o increase the number of awards or to cover their traditional share of

college costs has been a substantial increase in the number of students

relying on loans to help finance their educations and a rise in their

average cumulative indebtedness



10. LOW RATES OF RENEWAL AMONG COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENTS

The Community College reserve portion of the Cal Grant A program provides
between 2,000 and 3,000 new reserve awards each year to high-ability students
who plan to transfer to a four-year institution after attending a Community
College. However, less than half of the new recipients in the reserve
program either renew their awards or transfer with them the following year,
and even fewer remain in the program at the end of two years. These numbers
are quite low comsidering the recipients' high level of prior academic
achievement.

The renewal rate of first-year Cal Grant B recipients attending Community
Colleges is slaghtly above 60 percent, but 1t 1s unclear how many of these
recipients eventually transfer successfully to four-year institutions and
complete their baccalaureate.

Further research will be undertaken to 1dentify the reasons for these facts,
and suggestions for action will be outlined as needed in the Commission's
final repert on these grant programs.



TWO

CAL GRANT A APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS

The Cal Grant A Program, established as the California State Scholarship
program 1in 1955-36, provides grants to a limited number of talented but
financially needy undergraduates so that they can complete four years of
college at the institution of their choice. When the 1960 Master Plan
Survey Team suggested that some of the State's impending enrcllment growth
be accommodated at independent institutions, the goals were expanded to
include encouraging independent institutions to expand their enrollments
Later, 1t sought to assist these institutions to attract and maintain their
enrollments. Nonetheless, its basic objective remains largely unchanged --
to assist academically able, financially needy students to attend either
public or independent colleges and universities.

Despite the general continuity of 1ts objectives, the Cal Grant A Program
has expanded and changed dramatically over the past three decades. TFrom
fewer than 1,000 first-time awards 1in 1ts early years, the number of awards
increased steadily to 6,000 by 1970-71, and following Legislative approval
for substantial increases in this number during the early 1970s, to 14,930
by 1977-78, where 1t has remained virtually unchanged through 1983-84. Total
Cal Grant A awards, including renewals, have remained between 39,500 and
40,000 awards over the last seven years, while total program funding peaked
at 564.3 million 1n 1981-82 and then declined to 561 8 mallion in 1983-84.

APPLICATION PATTERNS AND CHARACTERISTICS OF APPLICANTS

The total number of applicants for first-time Cal Grant A awards increased
dramatically between 1978-79 and 1983-84, but this increase has been uneven,
as 1llustrated i1n Figure 1 on page 12 From 54,604 applicants in 1978-79,
the number increased slightly to 58,636 1n 1979-80, rose to 69,027 1n 1980-81,
Jumped to 92,180 in 1981-82, dropped to 87,236 1n 1982-83, and then rose
again to 90,996 1in 1983-84. The most striking change was the sharp increase
in 1981-82, followed by relative stability since then. The reasons for
these two patterns are not clear, but several possible causes will be examined
later in the report.

Not all of these applicants completed their applications. Some failed to
provide all the necessary information, while others did not submit a Student
Aird Application for California to the College Scholarship Service. Still
other applicants were 1ineligible for a Cal Grant A award, either because
they did not wish to enroll in a program of at least two years duration,
were not enrolled or planning to earoll for at least six units per term, had
already completed more than six semesters or nine quarters of postsecondary
study, sought to attend institutions that are not eligible to participate,
had not been residents of Califormia for at least one year, or were not
citizens or permanent residents of the United States. Still others failed
to file all the needed forms before the annual deadline of February 9th
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FIGURE 1 Total Applicants and Eligible Applicants for First-
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All of these applicants were ineligible for grants and are not discussed
hereafter. The remaining eligible applicants are the ones for whom complete
information exists, and thus they are the only ones whose characteristics
are analyzed here.

Applicants' Choice of Institution

The overall growth of more than 33 percent in the number of eligible first-
time applicants between 1980-81 and 1983-84 was not distributed evenly among
the four-year segments, as Table 1 shows. Among the three major segmental
participants in the program, the California State University had the greatest
absolute and relative increases 1in applicants: more than 9,500, or more
than 52 percent. Further, 81 percent of this increase occurred in 1981-82.

A similar, 1f less dramatic, pattern was evident at the University of Cali-

fornia: an increase of 5,045, or 36 percent. Again, nearly 80 percent of
that increase occurred in 1981-82.
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TABLE 1 Number of Cal Grant A Applicants by Segment,
1880-81 to 1983-84

1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
Segment Number % Number % Number %  Number

State University 18,303 36.6% 26,064 40 0% 27,006 41.0% 27,850 41.7%

University 14,010 28.0 17,983 27.6 18,733 28.4 19,055 28.5
Independent 16,228 32.4 19,488 29.9 18,430 27 9 17,323 25.9
Other Praivate 1,467 2.9 1,629 2.5 1,780 2 7 2,531 3.8
TOTAL 50,028 100.0% 65,172 100.0% 65,967 100 0% 66,760 100 0%
Source California Student Aid Commission (CSAC) Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes

Independent 1institutions, however, failed to increase the size of their
applicant pool appreciably As in the two public segments, the number of
applicants increased between 1980-81 and 1981-82 by 3,260, or by over 20
percent. But the number of independent college applicants then dropped by
more than 1,000 in each of the next two years. Overall, the independent

institutions’ pool increased by only 1,095, or 6.7 percent, over this four-
year period

Proprietary and other private institutions, such as the American Conservatory
Theatre, Fashion Institute, and Westland College enrolled no more than 3.8
percent of applicants over these years, but they increased their number by

almost as many applicants as the independent institutions -- 1,064 -- and by
72 5 percent.

As a result of these widely varied growth rates, the segmental distribution
changed in important ways. State University applicants accounted for nearly
42 percent of all eligible applicants in 1983-84, compared to less than 37
percent four years earlier. Univers:ity applicants accounted for nearly
1dentical proportiocns of total applicants in both periods, while those from
independent colleges and universities dropped sharply from over 32 percent
of the total in 1980-81 to just under 26 percent in 1983-84 This shift is
only one of a number of important changes in the distribution and composition
of the Cal Grant A applicant pool in the past four years that have had a
profound effect on the distribution of awards among students and segments
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Academic Level of Applicants

As noted earlier, students may apply for a new Cal Grant A award 1f they

have not yet completed six semesters or nine quarters of postsecondary
education -- typically their third or junior year.

mores, and Level 4 upper-division students who have not completed their

Junior year.

The distribution of applicants by academic level and segment has changed

The Student Aid Commis-
sion defines four different academic levels based on applicants' status at
the time they apply for awards:
high school semiors; Level 2, of college freshmen; Level 3, college sopho-

markedly since 1980-81, as Table 2 shows, primarily by an increase among

TABLE 2 Number of Cal Grant A Applicants by Segment and
Academic Level, 1980-81 to 1983-84
Segment 1980-82 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
and Level Number X Number %  Number £ Number
State University
Level 1 13,031 71.2% 16,523 63.4% 17,086 63.3% 17,379 62.
Level 2 2,101 11.5 4,093 15.7 4,201 15.6 4,171 15.
Level 3 2,429 13.3 4,261 16.3 4,569 16 9 4,918 17.
Level 4 742 4.0 1,186 4 6 1,148 4 2 1,382 5
University
Level 1 8,644 61.7 10,856 60 4 11,150 59 5 11,616 61.
Level 2 2,074 14,8 2,980 16.6 3,154 16.8 2,807 14.
Level 3 2,406 17.2 3,099 17 2 3,191 17 0 3,364 17.
Level 4 886 6.3 1,047 5 8 1,237 6 6 1,268 6
Independent
Level 1 10,316 63.6 11,569 59.4 10,863 58.9 10,643 61,
Level 2 2,594 16.0 3,484 17.9 3,440 18.7 2,846 16.
Level 3 2,295 14 1 3,134 16.1 2,915 15.8 2,671 15.
Level 4 1,023 6.3 1,301 6.7 1,212 6.6 1,163 6
Proprietary & Other Private
Level 1 819 55.8 843 51.7 934 52.4 1,238 48.
Level 2 437 29.8 538 33.0 550 30.9 903 35.
Level 3 176 12.0 195 12.0 235 13.2 304 12
Level 4 45 31 50 3.1 61 3.4 86 3
All Segments
Level 1 32,818 65 6 39,801 61.1 40,045 60.7 40,877 61
Level 2 7,207 14.4 11,095 17 0 11,248 17 0 10,727 16.
Level 3 7,306 14.6 10,690 16.4 10,912 16.5 11,257 16.
Level 4 2,697 5 4 3,584 5.5 3,659 5.5 3,899 5
Note Level 1 1s high school seniors; 2, college freshmen; 3, college

Level 1 consists of students applying as

sophomores; and 4, upper-division students who have not completed

their junior year.
Source:

CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes.
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those already enrolled in college In 1980-81, 65.6 percent of all appli-
cants were high school seniors applying for a new award for their freshman
year 1n college, while the other 34.4 percent of applicants were already
enrolled in college. By 1983-84, 8,059 more high school seniors applied
than had four years earlier, but they accounted for 61.2 percent of all
applicants. Now nearly four out of every ten applicants were already
enrolled i1n college -- an increase of 8,673 since 1980-81

The most pronounced shift between the proportion of applicants who were high
school seniors and those already enrolled in college occurred in the State
University and in proprietary and other private imnstitutions eligible to
participate in the Cal Grant A program. At the State University, the percent-~
age of all applicants who were high school seniors dropped from 71 to 62
percent. At the proprietary institutions, the percentages declined from 56
to 49 percent.

The number of applicants in each segment who were high school seniors versus
those who were already enrolled varied markedly among the four segments over
this period, as Table 3 shows. In the State University, for example, the
high school applicants increased by 4,348, or 33.4 percent, while those who
were already enrolled increased by 5,199, or 98.6 percent. In the Univer-
sity, the number of high school applicants increased by 2,972, or by 34.4
percent, while those from students already enrolled climbed by 2,073, or

TABLE 3 Change In the Number of Cal Grant A Applicants by
Segment and Student Level, 1980-81 to 1983-84

1980-81 1983-84 Change

Segment and Level Number Number Number Percent
State University

High School Seniors 13,031 17,379 +4,348 +33.4%

Already Enrolled 5,272 10,471 +5,199 +98.6
University

High School Seniors 8,644 11,616 +2,972 +34.4

Already Enrolled 5,366 7,439 +2,073 +38.6
Independent

High School Seniors 10,316 10,643 + 327 + 3.2

Already Enrolled 5,912 6,680 + 768 +13.0
Proprietary and Other Praivate

High School Seniors 819 1,238 + 419 +51.2

Already Enrolled 648 1,293 + 645 +99.5
All Segments

High School Seniors 32,818 40,877 +8,059 +24.5

Already Enrolled 17,210 25,883 +8,673 +50.4

Source: CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes.
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38.6 percent. The slow rate of growth in the number of independent college

and university applicants was particularly evident in the increase of just

327 hagh school seniors, or 3 percent, and an increase of 768, or 13 percent,
in already enrolled applicants. Among proprietary institutions, the largest
increase also occurred among already enrolled applicants, where the number
nearly doubled.

Since the number of first-time awards 1n the Cal Grant A program 1s deter-
mined 1n part by the proportion of all applicants at each of the four educa-
tional levels, the shift toward an increasing number and percentage of
college freshmen and sophomores applying and the segmental differences 1in
these patterns had a major effect on the eventual distribution of awards
with more awards going to State University and proprietary students.

The Dependency Status of Applicants

Any description of the financial resources of Califormia's student aid
applicants must resolve the question of whose income 1s most appropriate to
consider -- that of the applicant's parents or that of the applicant and, 1f
married, his or her spouse. The answer to this question depends on whether
applicants are financially dependent on their parents for financial support
or are financially independent and self-supporting

Federal and California criteria for determining students' dependency status
differ, with the State criteria being more stringent. According to the
State's definition, students are considered financially independent if they
meet three tests: (1) they were not claimed as 1income tax dependents by
their parents or legal guardians for both the past three years and the
current school year; (2) they did not live in their parents' or legal
guardians' home for more than six weeks in the past three years or the
current one; and (3) they did not receive $750 or more in direct finanmcial
support from their parents or legal guardians in any of these years.

There has been only a slight increase in the ratio of dependent to indepen-
dent applicants during these four years, although the number of independent
applicants has increased at a substantially faster rate -- 65.4 to 28.6
percent -- as Table 4 shows. In the State Unmaversity and at proprietary
institutions, the number of independent or self-supporting applicants more
than doubled and increased from 14.7 to 21.6 percent and from 20.2 to 26.4%
percent of all State Unmiversity and proprietary institution applicants,
respectively. In part, the marked increase 1n these applicants 1n these two
segments was yet another reflection of the substantial increase these seg-
ments experienced in the number of their applicants who were already enrclled.
Most pre-freshman applicants are still dependent on their parents for support,
while those already enrolled in postsecondary education are somewhat older
and may meet the State's three-year criteria for independent status

At the University of California, the number of i1ts dependent and independent
applicants 1ncreased at nearly identical rates, and dependent applicants
continued to account for seven out of every eight applications. In the
independent institutions, on the other hand, the number of self-supporting
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TABLE 4 Dependency Status of Cal Grant A Applicants by Segment,
1980-81 to 1983-84
Change 1980-81

Segment 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 to 1983-4
and Status Number Number Number Number Number Percent

State University

Dependent 15,612 21,162 21,562 21,850 +6,218 + 39.89%

Independent 2,691 4,902 5,444 6,020 +3,329 +123.7
University

Dependent 12,288 15,806 16,282 16,680 +4,392 + 35.7

Independent 1,722 2,177 2,451 2,375 + 653 + 378
Independent

Dependent 14,393 17,157 16,332 15,539 +1,146 + 8.0

Independent 1,835 2,331 2,098 1,784 - 51 - 2.8

Proprietary and Other Private

Dependent 1,171 1,204 1,338 1,863 + 692 + 59,
Independent 296 425 442 668 + 372 +125.

-~ =

All Segments

Dependent 43,472 55,335 55,531 55,913  +12,441 + 28,
Independent 6,556 9,837 10,436 10,847 + 4,291 + 65.

=~ o

Source- (CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes

applicants 1increased only in 1981-82, and then declined sharply for two
successive years, so that 51 fewer self-supporting applicants applied from
that segment 1n 1983-84 than had applied three years earlier

Of greater significance was the unevenness in the sepmental shares of the
1ncreasing numbers of dependent and independent applicants Almost exactly
half of the overall increase in the number of dependent applicants occurred
in the State University. University applicants accounted for an additiomal
35 percent, but independent institutions accounted for scarcely 9 percent.
At the same time, self-supporting State University applicants accounted for
78 percent of the overall increase among these applicants; those at the

University, for 15 percent; and those at independent institutions, for none.

Family Income of Dependent Applicants

As noted earlier, at least 70 percent of all Cal Grant A applicants in each
segment depend on their parents for financial support. In the University
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and 1ndependent 1institutions, nearly 90 percent are dependent. Table 5
shows how the family-income distribution for dependent applicants in all
four segments has changed over the past four years.

Az might be expected, segmental differences in the family-income distribution
of these applicants reflected differences in the family-income distribution
of their undergraduates and the substantial differences in their cost of
attendance. For example, over 75 percent of these applicants in the low-
priced State University came from families with incomes of less than $24,000
in 1980-81, ss did 63 percent in 1983-84. In the somewhat higher-priced
University of Californmia, on the other hand, 55 percent of its dependent
applicants came from families with incomes below $24,000 in 1980-81, but
only 43 percent did so by 1983-84 as the cost of attendance increased sharply
and an increasing proportion of middle-income students now sought financial
aid 1n order to attend. At independent institutions, only 51 percent of
dependent applicants were from families with incomes of less than $24,000 in
1980-81, since many middle-income students required financial aid to meet
their high costs, and nearly 10 percent of dependent applicants came from
families with 1ncomes of $42,000 or more. By 1983-84, just 38 percent of
dependent applicants at these institutions had family incomes below 524,000,
while over 27 percent were from families earning $42,000 or more

The most striking changes occurred 1n the family-income distribution of
financially dependent applicants at independent ianstitutions. The number of
these applicants declined between 1980-81 and 1983-84, with an overall loss
of 1,911 and sizeable losses i1n every family-income category below $36,000.
The drop in applicants in the categories of "Under $12,000" and "$12,000 -
$23,999" approached 20 percent. A small increase of 176 dependent applicants
occurred 1n the $36,000 to $41,999 income range, but the only sizeable
increase occurred in the range of $42,000 or more. In other words, almost
the entire increase in the dependent applicant pool at independent institu-
tions occurred among students whose families had incomes that exceeded the
Cal Grant A program's income ceiling for eligibility, although many of them
could demonstrate fipnancial need since the cost of a single year at these
institutions often reached $11,000 to $13,000 1n 1983-84.

The decline in the percentage of dependent applicants from families with
incomes below $24,000 and the rapid increase in the percentage of applicants
from families with incomes abave $42,000 stemmed 1n part from the impact of
inflation during this period. In analyzing the financial circumstances of
these applicants, the important questions are whether their actual family
income distribution changed between 1980-81 and 1983-84 in constant dollars
and, 1f so, how and to what extent. To answer these questions, the family-
income distribution displayed in Table 5 for each segment during 1983-84 was
adjusted for actual changes since 1980 in the median family income of Cali-
fornia families whose heads were between 40 and 54 years of age This age
range was used because these families were most likely to have children of
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TABLE 5 Family-Income Distribution of Financially Dependent
Cal Grant A Applicants by Segment, 1980-81 to 1583-84

Segment and Change
Income 1n 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83  1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84
Thousands g g E"“'Z # = ¥ Y A!w______!? i

State University

§0-11 999 5,433 34.8 6,602 31 2 6,685 31.0 6,757 30.9 +1,324 + 20.0
12-23.999 6,073 38.9 7,454 35.2 7,313 33.9 7,060 32.3 + 987 + 13.2
24-35.999 3,204 20.5 4,916 23 2 4,640 21.5 4,698 21.5 +1,494 + 30.4
36-41.999 556 3.6 1,132 53 1,264 59 1,350 6.2 + 794 +142.8
42 and Up 346 2.2 1,058 50 1,650 7.6 1,965 9 0 +1,619 +470.6
University
$0-11 999 2,540 20.7 2,871 18.2 2,909 17.9 2,943 17.7 + 403 + 15.9
12-23.999 4,282 34.8 4,854 30 7 4,518 27.7 4,294 25.7 + 12 + 0.2
24-35.999 3,551 28 9 4,341 27 &4 4,226 26.0 4,025 24.1 + 474 + 13.3
36-41.999 1,074 8.7 1,584 10.0 1,671 10.3 1,596 9.6 + 522 + 4B8.6
42 and Up 841 68 2,156 13.6 2,958 18.2 3,822 22.9 +2,981 +354.4
Independent
$0-11.999 2,855 19.8 2,962 17 3 2,509 15.4 2,255 14,5 - 600 - 21.0
12-23.999 4,540 31.5 4,652 27 1 4,222 25.8 3,647 23.5 - 893 - 19.7
24-35.999 4,232 29.4 4,751 27.7 4,101 25.1 3,810 24.5 - 422 - 10.0
36-41.999 1,409 9.8 1,849 10.8 1,629 10.0 1,585 10.2 + 176 + 12.5
42 and Up 1,357 9.5 2,943 17.2 3,870 23.7 4,242 27 3 +2,885 +212.6
Proprietary and Other Private
$0-11 999 345 29.5 327 27.2 322 241 482 25.9 + 137 + 32 5
12-23.999 421 40.0 417 34.6 429 32,1 588 31.6 + 167 + 39 7
24-35.999 288 24.6 289 24 0 321 24.0 469 25.2 + 181 + 62.8
36-41.999 68 5.8 96 8.0 111 8.3 130 7.0 + 62 + 91,2
42 and Up 47 4.0 75 6 2 155 11.6 194 10.4 + 147 +312.8

Source: CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes.

college age, Table 6 on page 20 shows the income distribution in both years
in terms of 1980 dollars and includes an index based on the relative size of
each income group. This index 1s designed to reveal the character of changes
in the family-income distribution of these applicants between 1980-81 and
1983-84,
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TABLE 6 Family Income Distribution of Financially Dependent

Cal Grant A Applicants by Segment,
in Constant 1980 Dollars

Segment and Income

State University

50-11,999
$12,000 - 523,999
$24,000 - $35,999
$36,000 - 541,999
$42,000 and Above

University
$0 -~ $11,999
$12,000 - $23,999
$24,000 - $35,999
536,000 - $41,999
542,000 and Above

Independent
50 - 511,999
$12,000 - $23,999
$24,000 - $35,999
$36,000 - $41,999

$42,000 and Above

1980-81 and 1983-84,

Proprietary and Other Private

$0 - $11,999
$12,000 - $23,999
$24,000 - $35,999
$36,000 - $41,999

542,000 and Above

Source: CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes.

1980-81 1983-84
Number  Percent Number  Percent Change Index
5,433 34.8% 8,839 40.5% +3,406 116
6,073 38.9 7,896 36.2 +1,823 93
3,204 20.5 3,741 17.2 + 537 84
556 3.6 645 30 + 89 83
346 2.2 709 3.2 + 363 145
2,540 20.7 4,110 24.7 +1,570 119
4,282 34.8 5,436 32.6 +1,154 99
3,551 28.9 4,276 25 7 + 725 89
1,074 8.7 1,239 7.4 + 165 85
841 6.8 1,619 9.7 + 778 143
2,855 19.8 3,260 21.0 + 375 106
4,540 31.5 4,804 30.4 + 264 96
4,232 29.4 4,230 27.2 - 2 92
1,409 9.8 1,371 8.8 - 38 90
1,357 9.5 1,872 12.0 + 515 126
345 29.5 648 34 8 + 303 118
421 40.0 717 38 4 + 296 96
288 24.6 366 19.6 + 78 80
68 5.8 64 3.4 - 4 50
47 4.0 66 3.5 + 19 88

families with heads between 40 and 54 years of age.

These appear quite different from those i1n Table 5.
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Computations by Postsecondary
Education Commission Staff using data from Department of Finance
Current Population Survey data on median incomes in California of

Of particular note 1s
the marked increase in the proportion of applicants at both ends of the

income spectrum and the relative decline in the size of the middle-income
group, especially those with 1980-equivalent incomes between 524,000 and
$41,999. This pattern 1s evident 1n all three major segments, although at



independent institutions the relative size of the lowest income category did
not increase as rapidly at they did at the State University and University.
The size of the independent institutions' middle-income group did not decline
quite as sharply as in the public segments either, where the percentage of
applicants in the $24,000 to $41,999 ranges were only 83 to 89 percent as
large as they had been four years earlier, although the incomes that corre-
sponded to the 1980 "$24,000 to 541,999" range had increased to between
$30,600 and $53,550 by 1983-84. And at upper levels, a marked increase
occurred 1n applicants from families with 1980-equivalent incomes of $42,000
and above 1in 1983-84. More applicants from such families were attending
independent than public institutions at both the start and end of this
period, but this group increased by more than 43 percent 1in both public
segments by 1983-84, probably in response to rapid increases in their required
fees and other attendance costs beginning 1n 1981-82.

Income Distribution of Financially Independent Applicants

The income of financially independent or self-supporting applicants includes
both taxable and non-taxable earnings of the applicants themselves and, in
the case of married applicants, the earnings of their spouses. Table 7 on
page 18 shows the income distribution of these applicants for each segment.

As Table 7 shows, the State University had the largest number of self-sup-
porting applicants during this period. It also experienced the most sub-
stantial increase 1in such applicants, with the number more than doublang.
The University and the proprietary institutions had more modest increases,
with the rate of i1ncrease most marked among those with incomes above $6,000.

As with financially dependent applicants, the trend among self-supporting
applicants at independent institutions gives cause for concern. Although
these 1institutions still had over 1,780 i1ndependent students applying 1n
1983-84, they experienced an overall drop of nearly 3 percent in the number
of these applicants. Their number of those with incomes below 53,000 dropped
by 82 or by nearly 9 percent, while those with incomes between $3,000 and
$6,000 declined by 95 or nearly 18 percent. Moreover, although the number of
applicants with ioncomes in the "$6,000 to $58,999" and "$9,000 to $11,999"
ranges i1ncreased over the four years, they also showed marked declines after
peaking in 1981-82 or the fellowing year. Furthermore, the increase 1in
applicants with incomes of 512,000 or more leveled off after 1982-83, and in
constant dollars the size of this group also declined over the four-year
period. Whatever the full explanation for thas pattern, which almost cer-
tainly includes both the psycholeogical and very real financial barrier of
high tuition, the decline in the size of the self-supporting applicant pool
at independent ainstitutions cannot be attributed to Cal Grant A income
ceilings or the inability of such applicants to demonstrate their need for
substantial amounts of aid.
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TABLE 7 Student and Spouse Income of Financially Independent
Cal Grant A Applicants by Segment, 1980-81 to 1983-84

Segment and Change
Income in 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84
Thousands # % # % # A # x ¥ %

State University

$0-2.999 1,495 55.6 2,685 54.8 2,914 53.5 3,253 54.0 +1,758 +117.6%
3-5.999 838 31 1 1,317 26.9 1,345 24 7 1,465 24.3 + 627 + 74.8
6-8.999 241 9.0 538 11.0 744 13.7 799 13.3 + 558 +231.5
9-11.999 81 3.0 163 3.3 267 4.9 250 4.2 + 186 +229 6
12 and Up 36 1.3 188 3.8 174 3.2 243 4.0 + 207 +575.0
University
0-2.999 1,077 62.5 1,359 62.4 1,455 59.4 1,433 60 3 + 356 + 33.0
3-5.999 456 26.5 517 23.7 626 25 5 560 23 6 + 104 + 22 8
6-8.999 122 7.1 180 8.3 232 9.5 230 9.7 + 108 + 88.5
9-11.999 33 1.9 57 2.6 69 2.8 66 2.8 + 33 +100.0
12 and Up 34 2.0 64 2.9 69 2.8 86 3.6 + 52 +152.9
Independent
$0-2.999 942 51.3 1,200 51.5 998 47.6 860 48.2 - 82 - 8.7
3-5.999 534 29.1 588 25,2 528 25 2 439 24.6 - 95 - 17.8
6-8.999 176 9.6 273 11.7 300 14.3 218 12.2 + 42 + 23.9
9-11.999 88 4.8 112 4.8 101 4.8 95 5.3 + 7+ 8.0
12 and Up 95 5.2 158 6.8 171 8.2 172 9.6 + 77 + 81.0
Proprietary and Other Private
$0-2.999 138 46.6 206 48.5 171 38 7 222 33.2 + 84 + 60.9
3-5.999 100 33.8 128 30.1 139 31.4 228 34.1 + 128 +128 0
6-8.999 32 10.8 42 9 9 78 17.6 116 17 4 + B4 +262.5
9-11.999 16 5.4 27 6.4 24 5.4 52 7.8 + 36 +225 0
12 and Up 16 5.4 22 5.2 30 6.8 29 4.3 + 13 + 81.2

Source: CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes.

Grade-Point Distribution of Applicants

The Cal Grant A program was originally called the State Scholarship program,
and awards are still distributed or rationed among eligible students with

demonstrated financial need on the basis of their grade-point averages As
Table 8 shows, sizeable differences exist in the grade-point distribution of
Cal Grant A applicants among the segments.

In part, these differences are a reflection of the academic selectivity of
each segment. The University of California's high admission standards were
evidenced by nearly half of 1its applicants having 3.4 grade-point averages
and nearly three-fourths having averages above 3.0 On the other hand, more
than 50 percent of the State University's applicants and over 55 percent of
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TABLE 8 Grade-Point Distribution of Cal Grant A Applicants by
Segment, 1980-81 to 1983-84

Change
Segment and  1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84
Grade Point # 4 # 4 # % # 4 # 4
State University
Under 2.5 4,163 22.7% 6,173 23.7% 6,632 24.6% 6,743 24.2% +2,580 +62.0%
2.5-2.79 3,115 17.0 4,540 17.4 4,726 17.5 4,839 17.4 +1,724 +55.3
2.8-2.99 2,093 11 4 3,277 12.6 3,235 12.0 3,512 12.6 +1,419 +67.8
3.0-3.19 2,634 14 4 3,654 14.0 3,784 14.0 3,878 13.9 +1,244 +47.2
3.2-3.39 2,234 12.2 2,906 11.1 3,081 11.4 3,191 11.4 + 957 +42.8
3.4 & Up 4,027 220 5,514 21.2 5,545 20.5 5,686 20.4 +1,659 +41.2
University
Under 2.5 1,038 7.4 1,535 8.5 1,689 9.0 1,754 92 + 716 +69 0
2.5-2.79 1,071 7.6 1,556 8.6 1,680 9.0 1,722 9 0 + 651 +60 B8
2.8-2.99 1,030 7 4 1,422 79 1,539 8.2 1,479 7.8 + 467 +t45.3
3.0-3.19 1.623 11.6 2,304 12 8 2,441 13.0 2,322 12.2 + 699 +43.1
3.2-3.39 1,996 14.2 2,589 14.4 2,556 13.6 2,583 13.6 + 587 +29.4
3.4 &Up 7,252 51.8 8,577 47.7 8.828 47.1 9.177 48.2 +1,925 +26.5
Independent
Under 2.5 1,982 12.2 2,773 14.2 2,591 14.0 2,504 14.4 + 522 +26.3
2.5-2.79 2,082 12.8 2,805 14.4 2,588 14.0 2,423 14 0 + 341 +16 4
2.8-2.99 1,658 10.2 2,099 10.8 1,777 10.7 1,887 10.9 + 229 +13.8
3.0-3.19 2,073 12.8 2,648 13.6 2,429 13.1 2,316 13.4 + 243 +11.7
3.2-3.39 1,978 12.2 2,239 11.5 2,199 11.9 2,042 11.8 + 64 + 3.2
3.4 &Up 6,455 39.8 6,924 35.5 6,646 36.0 6,151 35.5 - 304 - 4.7
Proprietary and Other Private
Under 2.5 402 27.4 471 28.9 529 29.7 724 28.6 + 322 +80.1
2.5-2.79 263 17.9 309 19.0 340 19.1 400 15.8 + 137 +52.1
2.8-2.99 184 12.5 212 13.0 218 12 2 319 12.6 + 135 +73.4
3.0-3.19 199 13.6 228 14.0 258 14 5 349 13.8 + 150 +75.4
3.2-3.39 135 9.2 135 8.3 178 10 0 154 6.1 + 19 +14.1
34&1Up 290 19.8 274 16.8 257 14 4 421 16.6 + 131 +45.2

Source: CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes.

those from proprietary institutions had grade-point averages below 3 0,
although more than 20 percent of the State University's applicants had
averages of 3.4 or better. The averages of the independent institutions'
applicants fell i1n between those of the University and the State University -~
35 to 40 percent had grade-point averages of 3.4 or above, while at least 35
percent had averages below 3.0.

The most rapad increases occurred among applicants in the lower end of the

grade-point spectrum. Overall, there were nearly 7,000 more applicants with
grade-point averages below 2.8 by 1983-84 than in 1980-81. Such averages
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have rarely been high enough in recent years to secure s Cal Grant A award,
although some of these applicants secured Cal Grant B awards -- a topic that
will be developed more fully later.

The number of applicants with grade~point averages above 3.0 increased quite
substantially -- up 3,963 for those with grade averages of 3.0 to 3.39, and
3,411 for those with averages of 3.4 or above. This growth greatly heightened
the competition for the limited number of first-time awards. By 1933~84,
38,003 applicants with averages of 3 0 or better, including 21,168 with
averages of 3.4 or better, were competing for only 14,900 new awards. Not
all of these applicants were able to demonstrate financial need, however,
and many others who could demonstrate need were from families with incomes
above the program's ceiling.

While the number of applicants at public institutions with grade-point
averages of 3.4 or better increased by 3,584, the number of such applicants
at independent institutions dropped by 304. In fact, the number of appli-
cants at 1ndependent i1nstitutions with averages of 3.0 or above increased by
Just three, compared to an increase of 7,071 1in the two public segments.
Furthermore, a large proportion of independent institution applicants with
high averages came from families with 1ncomes above the Cal Grant A ceiling.

PROGRAM PROVISIONS AFFECTING
THE DISTRIBUTION OF NEW CAL GRANT A AWARDS

The changes discussed above in the Cal Grant A applicant pool had a consider-
able impact on the distribution of new awards among students and segments.
Yet, at least five program provisions and features had an even more dramatic
lmpact on this distribution: (1) procedures for setting student budgets and
determining financial need, (2) methods for setting and adjusting the family
income ceiling, (3) statutory limits on the number of new awards, (4) unit
limits on applicant eligibility and the allocation of new awards among
students at different educational levels, and (5) the use of grade-point
averages to distribute awards. The following paragraphs examine each of
these provisions in turn and evaluate 1ts impact

Setting Student Budgets and Determining Financial Need

Setting and Adjusting Student Budgets: Systematic variations obviously
ex1st among students in their educational costs or 'budgets," regardless of
the institution they attend. For instance, those who reside at home and
commute to campus generally spend less than those who live away from home,
either in dormitories or off campus, and the costs for those living away
from home tend to be higher in certain areas than in others. Similarly, the
expenses of married students or single parents are typically greater than
those faced by single students, including as they do higher costs for housing,
food, and chald care.

-2~



The Student Aid Commission and most financial aid offices distinguish among
51X different student budget categories based on these systematic differences
in students’ marital status and residence during the school year: (1)
single at home, (2) single on campus, (3) single off campus, (4) married
without children, (5) married with children, and (6) single pareat. Through
1ts Student Expense Budget Committee, the Student Aird Commission develops
and annually updates expected student budgets in each of these categories
for use 1n assessing the ability of students and their families to pay for
college and thus students' financial aid eligibility. The final element 1in
each individual student's budget 1s the tuition and required fees charged by
the 1nstitution that he or she seeks to attend.

Determining Parents' Expected Contributions: To be eligible for Cal Gramt
awards, applicants must demonstrate financial need under the nationally
uti1lized need analysis system developed by the College Scholarship Service
(CSS) to assure consistent, equitable treatment for all financial aid appla-
cants. The College Scholarship Service explains the assumptions of thas
"uniform methodology" as follows (1983, p. 9)

The underlying assumption of the CSS need analysis system is that
parents have an obligation to finance the education of their
children to the extent that they are able. . . . Another major
assumption of the CSS need analysis system 1s that the size of the
family and any extraordinary expenses that the family may have
must be considered in order to measure the true ability of the
family to contribute to educational costs. So, too, must such
factors as the age of parents, the value of the parents' assets,
and the number of working parents be weighed -- factors that will
alter a family's financial strength.

For financially dependent students, then, the size of expected parental
contribution 1s a ma)or determipnant 1n assessing students' ability to pay
the costs of attendance and hence in assessing their financial need.

Setting Student Contribution Levels: The College Scholarship Service, the
California Student Aid Commission, and nearly all fainmancial aid officers
expect students as well as their parents to help pay the costs of their
education. Often referred to as "student self help," this contribution can
take a variety of forms, including savings from summer employment, earnings
from academic-year exployment, and obligations to repay loans. Student
contributions from savings and earnings are considered immediate or direct
forms of self-help, while loans are indirect because of their deferred
repayment obligation. Only direct forms of self-help are examined in thas
section.

For financially dependent applicants, the California Student Aid Commission
uses standard student contribution levels that vary depending upon their
parental contribution levels because of 1ts belief that students' earning
potential varies depending upon the financial position of their family and
1ts recognition that some low-income families expect their children to

contribute some of their earnings to help support the family itself. In

1980-81, 1ts expected student contribution levels ranged from $275 to 5875
for pre-freshmen and from $425 to 975 for continuing students. By 1983-84,
these levels ranged from $200 to 51,800, depending on parent contribution
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levels, with the maximum student contribution level being reached at approxi-
mately §$24,000 of family income. Continuing students were expected to
contribute an additional $150 at each family contribution level.

For financially independent or self-supporting applicants, the Student Aad
Commission uses the "uniform methodology" to assess their ability to help
pay the cost of their education, but 1t also sets a minimum contribution
level for these students which has varied over the vears from 51,620 1in
1980-81 to §$2,340 1n 1983-84 for single students and married students with
children under seven years old. Married students with no young children are
expected to contribute more, and the amount varied depending upon whether
the spouse 1s a student as well.

Defining Need: Once the student budget, parental contribution, and student
contribution are determined for an applicant, the Student Aid Commission
assesses whether an applicant has financial need by subtracting the expected
contributions from the student budget. Demonstrated financial need, there-
fore, 1s relative and not absoclute. That 1s, the level of "unmet need"
depends not only on the relative financial resources of applicants and their
families, but on the cost of attending their chosen institution. Applicants
from low-income families are likely to demonstrate financial need irrespec-
tive of whether they seek to attend a relatively low-priced State University
or a higher-priced independent institution. On the other hand, a student
from an upper middle-income family may not be able to demonstrate financial
need at a State University, but still may show considerable financiral need
at a higher priced institution.

Identifying Minimum Need and Unrecognized Need If financially independent
applicants can demonstrate a minimum level of financial need at the institu-
tion they seek to attend, and 1f their families' incomes are below the
program's income ceiling, the Student Aid Commission defines them as needy
eligible applicants and they enter the pool of applicants actually competing
for the new Cal Grant A awards available each year. If on the other hand,
their families' incomes exceed the program ceiling (a subject discussed in
more detail later), these students are ineligible to compete for a Cal Grant
A award regardless of their levels of demonstrated financial need or grade~
point averages. For example, the average remaining or unmet need of depen-
dent applicants at independent institutions from families with incomes of
$42,000 or above was more than $2,000 1n 1983-84, but the income of these
applicants' families was above the program's ceiling.

Setting and Adjusting the Famly Income and Asset Ceilings

The Student Aid Commission modifies the uniform methodclogy by imposing
family i1ncome and asset ceilings that target eligibility to applacants below
those ceilings who can demonstrate financial need. For dependent applicants
in 1980-81 the family 1income ceiling was 533,000 and the asset ceiling
$160,000, having been raised from $29,900 and $115,000 respectively the
previous year. The Student Aid Commission has adjusted both ceilings from
time to time, but it has not adjusted them for inflation on a regular basis.
In 1981-82, it introduced a variable income ceiling, with levels of $33,000
for families with three or fewer members, $36,000 with four, $39,000 with
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five, $42,000 with six or more members, and $42,000 with three or more
members when two or more children were 1in college. That same year, it
raised the asset ceirling to $168,000, but because of legislative concern,
both ceilings have remained at these levels since then.

Rapid increases in California real estate prices 1in recent years have been
evident to all, and the need to adjust the asset ceiling to reflect such
changes readily apparent. On the other hand, the income ceiling and the
appropriate method for adjusting 1t have been the center of some controversy
and confusion.

Part of the problem stems from disagreements about what year to use as the
basis for adjusting the income ceiling and part from debates over what index
1s mest appropriate to use to measure the impact of inflation on family
incomes. For example, 1f 1977-78 is used as the base year and the California
Consumer Price Index used to adjust for inflation, then the family income
ceiling in 1983-84 should have been $48,000 instead of averaging $37,500.
On the other hand, 1f the actual change i1n California median family incomes
for families whose head was between the ages likely to have children 1n
college 15 used as an index for inflation, the results are different and
depend on the base year selected as well. If 1980-81 1s used, the ceiling
i1n 1983-84 should have been $42,075, but 1f 1981-82 were used, the variable
cerling would have ranged from §37,850 to 548,150

Aside from these methodological debates, problems arise from the symbolic
aspects of family income as a measure of affluence or of the ability to pay.
Family income 1s a poor indicator of the ability to pay, and thus even a
variable income ceiling with 1ts allowances for differences in famly size
and the number of children 1n college i1s only a rough index of family finan-
cial resources and of family's ability to contribute toward their childrens'
education. The uniform methodology takes into consideration not only family
si1ze but a wide range of other factors, including whether one or both parents
are working, the number of children i1n college, and the capacity of the
family to contribute from both income and assets. Though perhaps less
readily understood as a symbol of program eligibility, a parental contribu-
tion ceiling would be a more precise and exact measure of the ability to pay
and would provide a more equitable basis for including or excluding applicants
from program eligibality. Further, because the uniform methodology makes
the necessary adjustments for inflation and i1ts impact on family maintenance
costs as well as on 1ncome 1n determining expected parental contribution
levels, a parental contribution ceiling would not require annual adjustment.
Setting such a ceiling the first year would not, however, be a simple task.

Number of Applicants Above the Income Ceiling: As noted earlier in the
section on the income distribution of applicants, substantial growth has
occurred in the number of dependent applicants from families with incomes of
$42,000 or more all of whom are above the program's 1983-84 i1ncome ceiling
which averages $37,500. This 1s particularly true among applicants at the
University of Califormia and 1ndependent 1institutions. Further, sizable
increases have also occurred in the number of applicants from families with
incomes between $36,000 and $42,000, and many of these applicants are also
i1neligible because of the income ceiling. As Table 9 shows, the proportion
of applicants with incomes above the ceiling has increased in all three
major segments. If the ceiling had been adjusted fully for changes 1n
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TABLE 9 Number of Cal Grant A Applicants Ineligible Because of

the Income Ceiling, in Current and Constant Dollars,
1980~-81 and 1983~84.

| Constant Difference
Current Dollars ~Dollars in Number
1980-81 1983-84 Change _ T9B3-84 Current to
Item Number 2 Number %  Number Number ~ % Constant Dollars
State
Un:iversity 1,483 B.1% 2,641 9.5% +1,158 2,052 7.4% + 589
University 2,666 19.1 4,620 24.2 +1,954 3,836 20.1 + 784
Independent 3,771 23.2 5,035 29.1 +1,264 4,227 24.4 + 808
Note: Because the computations are based on an average family 1income
cei1ling for 1983-84 of $37,500, the figures are not exact; but
they provide a reasonable approximation of the magnitude of the
changes invelved.
Source. CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes. Adjustments to family income

levels based on changes 1n California median family 1incomes since
1980 1n the Department of Finance Current Population Surveys.

median family income, changes in the proportion of all applicants above the
ceirling would have been negligible in the University and independent institu-
tione, and the proportion would have actually decreased at the State Univer-
sity. Indeed, 1f the income ceiling had been adjusted fully for inflation
in these four years, there would have been nearly 2,200 additional financially
needy applicants 1o 1983-84 eligible to compete for available awards. More
than two-thirds of these were applicants at the University and the independent
colleges

Current Program Definitions of Needy Eligibile Applicants: The determina-

tion of finmancial need interacts with the family income ceiling to define

which applicants will actually be considered eligible to compete for new Cal
Grant A awards. These two factors shape the si1ze of the eligible applicant

pool 1n each segment and obviocusly affect the final distribution of awards

Table 10 on the following page shows the tremendous increase i1n the number
of needy eligible applicants that occurred at the State University at all
academic levels over these four years. The higher index values among State
University Level 3 and 4 eligible applicants reflect the higher percentage
of 1ndependent students among 1ts applicants at these levels, their exemption
from the income ceiling limitations, and their generally greater ability to
demonstrate financial need because of limited financial resources. On the
other hand, the marked increase in the index value 1n 1983-84 among 1ts
eligible applicants at all levels reflects the sharp increase in 1ts required
fees and the corresponding reduction from 35 5 to 22 9 percent in the propor-
tion of applicants who were 1ineligible because they could not demonstrate
sufficient financial need
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TABLE 10 Needy Eligible Cal Grant A Applicants by Segment and
Academic Level, 1980-81 to 1983-84.
Change
Segment 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84

& Level Number Index Number Index Number Index Number Index Number Peércent

State University

1 6,784 521 8,377 .507 8,755 .512 11,567 .666  +4,784 + 70.5%
2 1,225 .583 2,264 .553 2,199 .523 2,586 620 +1,361 +111.1
3 1,732 .713 3,000 .704 3,120 .683 3,570 .726  +1,838 +106.1
4 584 .787 930 .784 890 .775 1,110 .B03 + 526 + 90.1
Total 10,325 .564 14,571 .559 14,964 .554 18,833 .676 +8,508 + 82 4
Above Ceiling .081 .062 .095
No Need .355 .379 .229
University
1 4,829 559 5,936 547 5,793 520 6,323 544  +1,494 + 30.9
2 1,174 .566 1,710 .574 1,613 .511 1,430 .509 + 256 + 21.8
3 1,523 .664 2,033 .649 2,019 .693 2,073 .616 + 550 + 36.1
4 588 .575 733 .700 821 .664 802 .632 + 214 + 36 4
Total B,114 579 10,412 .579 10,256 .547 10,628 .558 +2,514 + 31 O
Above Ceiling .161 163 242
No Need .230 .258 .200
Independent
1 6,592 .639 7,222  .624 6,322 .582 6,451 .606 - 141 - 2.1
2 1,717 .662 2,343 .672 2,143 .623 1,879 .660 + 162 + 9.4
3 1,606 700 2,252 .718 1,946 _668 1,807 .676 + 201 + 12.5
4 689 674 909 .699 788 .650 164 .657 + 75 + 10.9
Total 10,604 .653 12,726 .653 11,199 .608 10,901 .629 + 297 + 2.8
Above Ceiling .232 .199 .291
No Need 115 . 148 .080
Proprietary and Other Private
1 591 722 648 .769 684 .732 B40 .678 t+ 249 + 42.1
2 340 .778 441 .820 436 .793 672 .744 + 332 + 97.8
3 139 .790 152 779 177  .753 207 .681 + 68 + 48.9
4 35 .753 40 800 51 .836 59 .686 + 24 + 68B.6
Total 1,105 .753 1,281 .786 1,348 .757 1,778 .702 + 673 + 60.9
Above Ceiling .121 .076 .102
No Need 126 .138 .196
Note: Level 1 1s high school semiors; 2, college freshmen; 3, college

sophomores; and 4, upper-division students who have not completed
their junior year.

Source: CSAC Research, Memorandum, December 12, 1983. Index computed by
Postsecondary Education Commission staff to express the percentage
of applicants in a particular category whe are needy elagibles
At the same time, the indexes for those above the family income
ce1ling and those below the ceiling who cannot demonstrate financial
need are the percentage of applicants estimated to be excluded from
eligibility on those grounds.
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The number of needy eligible applicants at the University increased by

nearly 31 percent between 1980-81 and 1983-84. Increases 1in 1its required
fees were also sizable, and the proportion of 1ts applicants with incomes
below the ceiling who could not demonstrate minimum financial need declined
slightly from 23 to 20 percent The reason the University's overall index
declined, however, was because of the sizable increase -- from 19.1 to 24.2
percent -- 1in the proportion of its applicants whose families' incomes

exceeded the program ceiling.

Independent institutions not only failed to increase the size of their
overall applicant pool appreciably, but they experienced an even smaller
increase 1in the number of financially needy applicants with incomes below
the program ceiling. This was particularly true for pre-freshman applicants,
where the number who were eligible actually dropped by 141 As the income
ceiling and "no need" indexes show, this decline and the miniscule growth in
these applicants were primarily the result of the inability of independent
institutions as a whole to markedly increase the number of their applicants
from families with incomes below the Cal Grant A income ceiling. In 1980-81,
76.8 percent of all their applicants were from families with incomes below
the ceiling, but by 1983-84 just 70.9 percent were. Moreover, as the earlier
discussion of the changing income distribution of applicant pools 1n constant
dollars showed, i1ndependent institutions actually increased both the number
and proportion of applicants with family incomes below 524,000 and above
$42,000, but they failed to increase the proportion between 524,000 and
$41,900. Their failure to increase significantly either pre-freshman or
already-enrolled applicants placed them at an increasing disadvantage in
competing for new awards, but the increased number of University and State
University applicants who could demonstrate financial need, plus restrictions
on eligibility created by the income ceiling, heightened competition and
further limited the relative and absolute size of the independent institu-
tions' pool of potential recipients

Statutory Limits on the Number of New Awards

The number of new Cal Grant A awards 1s set by statute at 14,930 a year and
has remained virtually unchanged since the late 1970s. This number represents
a slightly larger percentage of the high school gradvuating class now than it
did earlier, but of course high school seniors are not the only students
eligible and applying for new awards: As noted earlier, increased numbers
of current college students have been applying.

No discussion of the implications of changing any of the other major program
provisions would be complete without reference to this limitation on the
number of new awards, since this number has a large i1mpact on the effect of
other provisions. The constant number of awards makes the competition for
new awards a "zero-sum game," since the inclusion of newly eligible groups
or the exclusion of once eligible groups results 1n some applicants who used
to receive awards losing out to newly el:igible applicants. For example,
while the income ceiling 1n the past has not been adjusted regularly to
reflect i1nflation, a change in the income ceiling above the rate of inflation
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would alter the composition of applicants eligible to compete for awards by

increasing the number of high grade-point average eligible applicants from
the higher income ranges. The result would be an increase in the grade-point
cutoff and a reduction in the number of new recipients with slightly lower

grade-point averages -- often applicants with lower family incomes as well.

On the other hand, if the number of first-time awards were increased without
a concurrent increase 1n applicants and a change in the income ceiling, the

grade-point cutoff would drop -- as 1t did in 1984-85 to 2.86 from the prior
year's level of 3.11. Illustrating the fact that the number of new grants

is a major factor 1in any discussion of who the program serves, the failure

to change this number between the late 1970s and 1983-84 meant that other

changes 1in program procedures, eligiblity requirements, and applicant pools

altered the characteristics of first-time recipients and the segments they
attended.

Student Levels and the Allocation of New Awards

As Table 10 showed, the number of needy eligible sapplicants has i1ncreased
greatly since 1980-81 1n all segments and academic levels.

The State University experienced the greatest increase 1in needy eligible
applicants who were financially independent or who came from families with
incomes below the program's income ceiling. In all, 3,724 of its increase
of 8,508 1n these applicants occurred among students already enrolled.

In the University, the increase of needy eligible applicants was more modest
and balanced, with 1,020 of its 1,494 additional applicants being already
enrolled.

Independent institutions, however, experienced an increase of just 438 needy
eligible applicants who were already enrolled and an even smaller overall

increase of 297 needy applicants with family incomes below the ceiling. The
number of applicants who applied directly from high school and qualified for
the program actually declined by 141.

These shifts in the segmental distribution and educational level of needy
eligible applicants had a major impact on the distribution of recipients
According to Student Aid Commission procedures, each educational level
receives the same percentage of new awards as 1t has needy eligible applz-
cants. BSeparate grade-point cutoffs are developed for each educational
level, and for thoee already enrolled, their college rather than high school
grade-point average is used. This situation, i1n turn, raises questions about
the equity of a competition for new awards based on the college grade-point
averages of students from a wide array of institutions with often vastly
different academic standards

As noted earlier, the Cal Grant A program permits students who are already
enrolled in college, but who have mot yet completed their junmior year, to
apply for awards. This policy has several important implications that have
not been discussed or debated for some time,
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e First, since there are a fixed number of new grants that can be renewed
for up to three years or graduation, whichever comes first, allocating
them to pre-freshmen would increase the duration of assistance and possible
influence choice but not change the number of students aided.

e Second, in some small measure, this policy may help financially needy and
academically able undergraduates stay 1in college and complete their
degrees, but 1t does not significantly promote access or choice since
these students are already attending college.

e Third, the policy of allowing applications from students who have not yet
completed their junior year has beneficial implications for some Community
College transfer students with solid academic records by permitting them
to apply for and possibly receive a Cal Grant A award after they have
transferred to help cover a portion of their upper-division tuition and
fee costs. Coupled with the Community College reserve part of the Cal
Grant A program that will be described later, this feature has the poten-
tial to provide financial aid for a small number of transfer students,
but may or may not be the best way to accomplish this purpose since
students already enrolled in four-year colleges are also permitted to
apply under these criteria. The Cal Grant B program, on the other hand,
has a 16-unit limitation on applicants, and thus does not offer similar
assistance to those who neglect to apply for or fail to receive a Cal
Grant B award for their freshman year in college.

The Grade-Point Average Rationing Mechanism

Grade-Point Cutoffs: The Student Aid Commission has always dastributed or
rationed the limited number of new Cal Grant A awards on the basis of eligible
applicants’' financial need and academic achievement with the applicants'
grade-point average used as the criterion of academic achievement. Since
the number of new awards has not increased 1in recent years, while the needy
eligible applicant pool has grown, the percentage of needy eligible appli-
cants receiving awards has decreased, and the grade-point cutoff has increased
Table 11 shows the cutoff levels for each academic level over the last four
years. The effects of the marked increase in the competition for awards
because of the sharp jump in the number of needy eligible applicants 1n
1981-82 1s clearly evident. Because the grade-point cutoffs for high school
seniors (Level 1) and freshmen (Level 2) involve their high school grades,
while those for applicants at the other academic levels {3 and 4) 1involve
college grades, direct comparisons between the two groups' cutoff levels are
not apprepriate.

Grade-Foint Averages and the Income Ceiling: The interaction between the
income ceirling and various grade-point cutoff levels has a particularly
decisive 1mpact on the final dastribution of new awards. Although some
applicants from low-income families with high grades and applicants from
higher-income families have low grades, in general, applicants' socio-
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TABLE 11 Grade-Point Cutoffs for the Cal Grant A Program
by Academic Level of Applicants, 1980-81 to 1983-84

Academic

Level 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84

Level 1 2.91 3.21 3.01 3 n

Level 2 2.91 3.01 2.91 2.81

Level 3 3.01 3.11 3.11 3.01

Level 4 3.11 3.21 3.01 3.01

Note: Level 1 1s high school seniors; 2, college freshmen; 3, college
sophomores; and 4, upper-division students who have not completed
their junior year.

Source: CSAC Research. Does not include alternates who may have received

awards at a later time.

economic status corresponds with their prior academic performance. That 1is,
the greater the educational level of an applicant's parents and the greater
the family income level, the more likely the applicant 1s to have achieved
high grades. Table 12 i1llustrates 1in a particularly telling manner how this
general relationship and the income ceiling has altered the competition for
awards among financially needy applicants at the University and at indepen-
dent institutioms in the last few years. This table shows that the State
University was the only major segment to substantially increase the number
of high grade-point average applicants in this period. At the University,
what appears to be an impressive increase 1in applicants with 3.4 or better
grade-point averages 1s 1n fact a very small increase 1n high achieving
eligible applicants, because most all of this increase i1n applicants with
excellent academic records occurred among those from families with incomes
above the program's 1983-84 1income ceiling. And among independent insti-
tution applicants with 3.4 grade averages or better, the overall drop of 304
applicants in this select group was made even more serious. The bulk of the
increase 10 high performing applicants at these institutions occurred among
those with family incomes of 542,000 or more. By 1983-84, nearly one out of
every three applicants at these institutions with grade-point averages of
3.4 or above came from families with incomes above the income ceiling.
Although the vast majority of these high achievers could demonstrate financial
need, they were 1neligible to compete for awards. Further, among the remain-
ing eligible applicants, 1,590 fewer had outstanding academic records and
family incomes below $42,000. No wonder, that fewer University and indepen-
dent i1nstitution applicants received Cal Grants in the latter years of thais
period.
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TABLE 12 Number of Cal Grant A Applicants with Grade Point
Averages of 3.4 or Above by Segment and Family Income
Level, 1980-81 and 1983-84.

Segment and Family Income Level 1980-81 1983-84 Change
State University
All Applaicants wath 3.4 and Up 4,027 5,686 + 1,659
3.4 and Up with Income $42,000 and Up 116 535 + 419
3.4 and Up with Income Under $42,000 3,911 5,151 + 1,240
University
All Applicants with 3.4 and Up 7,252 9,177 + 1,925
3.4 and Up with Income $42,000 and Up 519 2,244 + 1,725
3.4 and Up with Income Under 542,000 6,733 6,933 + 200
Independent
All Applicants with 3.4 and Up 6,455 6,151 - 304
3.4 and Up with Income 542,000 and Up 760 2,046 + 1,286
3.4 and Up waith Income Under $42,000 5,695 4,105 - 1,590

Source* CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes.

DISTRIBUTION AND CHARACTERISTICS OF NEW CAL GRANT A RECIPIENTS

As a result of the fixed number of first-time Cal Grant A awards and the
increased competition for them, there have been marked shifts in the distri-
bution and characteristics of new recipients.

Number of New Recipients

Table 12 summarizes the shifts that have occurred in the segmental distrabu-
tion of new award winners since 1980-Bl1. In that year, 5,461 recipients
attended 1independent institutions, 5,008 attended the University, 4,084
attended the State University, and the remaining 370 attended propraietary
and other pravate institutions. By 1983-84, however, the number of frrst-
time recipients at independent institutions dropped by 1,099 to 4,362; the
number at the University increased by 327 to 5,325, the number at the State
University increased by 669 to 4,753; and the number at other private insti-
tutions 1ncreased by 112 to 482 The drop in recipients at 1independent
institutions had actually begun earlier and since 1977-78 has amounted to a
decline of 2,493 recipients The University as well as the independent
institutions was affected. Although the University enjoyed a modest 6
percent increase 1n new recipients over the four-year period, i1ts number of
new reciplents has declined by 364 since 1981-82.
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TABLE 13 Number of New Cal Grant A Recipients by Segment,
1980~-81 to 1983-84

Change

1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1380-81 to 1983-84
Segment Number Number Number Number Number Percent
State
University 4,084 4,140 4,478 4,753 +669 +16.4%
University 5,008 5,589 5,497 5,325 +317 + 6 3
Independent 5,461 4,913 4,592 4,362 -1,099 -20.1
Proprietary 370 291 372 482 +112 +30.3

Source: Enclosure H~1, p. 3, CSAC Agenda, October 1983.

Academic Level of New Recipients

As noted earlier, the number of students already enrolled in cocllege who
apply for Cal Grant A awards has increased substantially in recent years 1in
both absolute and relative terms. Since the percentage of new awards at
each educational level 1s directly related to the percentage of needy eligible
applicants at that level, the number of first-time award winners who are
already enrolled in college has jumped significantly in recent years, as
Table 14 shows.

The dramatic drop of 1,224 first-time Cal Grant A recipients who were high

school seniors at the time they applied and the corresponding increase 1n

the number of awards going to applicants who were already enrolled in college
15 sumply a function of changing application patterns and the program proce-
dures that assign each educational level the same percentage of awards as it
has needy eligible applicants.

The State University showed a substantial increase of 669 first-time Cal
Grant A recipients in the last four years, but 1t was entirely the product
of an even greater 1increase in 1ts recipients who were already enrolied,
since its pre-freshman recipients declined by 245. In fact, the odds of
receiving a new Cal Grant for needy eligible State University applicants who
were already in attendance were about twice as great as for those who were
high school seniors -- 37.1 percent compared to 19.4 percent i1n 1983-84.

The ever-diminishing number of first-time recipients at independent institu-
tions was primarily the result of a 1,046 recipient drop among those applying
out of high school, although these institutions also experienced a net loss
of 53 first-time recipients among their applicants who were already enrolled.
The failure to 1ncrease significantly the overall size of their applicant
pool, the drop in their number of needy eligible pre-freshman applicants,
and the elimination of many of their highest-achieving applicants because of
the income ceiling were the major factors contributing to this decline.
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TABLE 14 Number of New Cal Grant A Reciplents by Academic Level
and Segment, 1980-81 to 1983-84
Segment 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
and Level Number % Number % Number x Number x
State Un:iversity
Level 1 2,402 58.8% 2,095 50.6% 2,262 50 5% 2,157 45.4%
Level 2 588 14.4 780 18.9 815 18.2 871 18.3
Level 3 835 20.4 1,007 24.3 1,084 24.2 1,319 27.7
Level 4 259 6 3 258 6.2 317 7.1 406 8.5
Universaity
Level 1 3,049 60.9 3,386 60.6 3,415 62.1 3,161 59 4
Level 2 822 16.4 1,031 18.5 919 16.7 B49 16.0
Level 3 850 17 0 894 16.0 823 15.0 966 18.1
Level 4 287 57 278 5 8 380 6 2 389 6 6
Independent
Level 1 3,551 65.0 2,977 60.6 2,711 59.0 2,505 57.4
Level 2 875 16.0 925 18.8 926 20.2 879 20.1
Level 3 739 13.5 754 15.3 661 14.4 702 16.1
Level 4 296 5.4 257 5.2 294 6.4 276 6.3
Proprietary & Other
Level 1 188 51.0 108 37.0 150 40.2 143 29.6
Level 2 129 34.9 115 39.6 143 38.6 234 48.6
Level 3 44 11.8 54 18.7 57 15.2 77 159
Level 4 9 2.5 14 31 22 3.4 28 5.9
All Segments
Level 1 9,190 61.6% 8,566 57.4% 8,838 57.2% 7,966 53.4%
Level 2 2,414 16.2 2,851 19.1 2,803 18.8 2,833 19.0
Level 3 2,468 16.5 2,709 18.1 2,625 17.6 3,064 20.5
Level 4 851 5.7 807 5.4 973 6.5 1,059 7.1
Note: Level 1 1s hagh school seniors; 2, college freshmen; 3, sophomores;

Source:

and 4, upper-division students who have not completed their jumior

year.

CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes.

Only the University showed increases in new recipients at all academic

levels, and these 1ncreases were quite modest.

In fact, since 1981-82, the

University actually experienced an overall decrease 1in the number of new
recipients, and these losses were concentrated among pre-freshman and fresh-

man applicants.
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substantially, but the income ceiling eliminated most of the growing number
of high-achieving applicants from eligibility. Furthermore, 1ts high academic
standards and grading policies may have reduced the chances of 1ts remaining
eligible already-enrolled applicants.

The 1increase i1n recipients at proprietary institutions was similar to that
1n the State University, although on a much smaller scale: The growth in
their new awards occurred entirely among students who were already enrolled
at the time they applied.

The Dependency Status of New Recipients

Table 15 shows the changes that have occurred in the past four years in the
number of financially dependent and independent or self-supporting students
who have received new Cal Grant A awards. The shifts in the distribution of
recipients were sim:lar to, but more substantial than, the shifts in the
number of appliacants in each group and segment. There are several reasons
for this pattern:

e First, independent or self-supporting applicants tend to have small or
modest incomes, which exempt them for all practical purposes from the
family income ceiling. Thus, the failure to change the income ceiling to
fully reflect changes in family i1ncomes resulting from inflation since
1980 did not adversely affect independent students, but 1t did decisively
limit the eligibility of large numbers of dependent students.

o Second, 1ndependent students are most heavily concentrated among appli-
cants who are already enrolled in college, so their collegiate grade-point
averages and the grading standards within their institutions affect their
chances of receiving a Cal Grant A award

Most of the increase 1n new Cal Grant A recipients 1n the State University
was accounted for by the addition of 578 more independent recipients. The
same pattern was evident on a smaller scale in the proprietary institutions,
where the greatest increase occurred among 1independent students already
enrolled there. By contrast, more than two-thirds of the increase in new
recipients at the University was accounted for by dependent students At
independent 1nstitutiocns, the greatest losses occurred among dependent
recipients, typically those receiving new awards out of high school for
their freshman year. The financially independent student applicant pool of
these institutions dropped by 51, while their new recipients who were finan-
c1ally independent declined by 77.
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TABLE 15 Number of First-Time Cal Grant A Recipients by
Segment and Dependency Status, 1980-81 to 1983-84.

Change

Segment 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84
and Status Number Number Number Number Number Percent
State University

Dependent 3,260 3,145 3,217 3,351 + 91 + 2.8%

Independent B24 9495 1,261 1,402 + 578 + 68.6
University

Dependent 4,308 4,900 4,722 4,536 + 228 + 5.3

Independent 700 689 775 789 + 89 + 12.7
Independent

Dependent 4,761 4,256 3,960 3,739 -1,022 -215

Independent 700 657 632 623 - 77 - 11.0
Proprietary and Other Private

Dependent 282 183 252 289 + 7 + 2.5

Independent 88 108 120 193 + 105 +120.7
All Segments

Dependent 12,611 12,484 12,151 11,915 - 696 - 5.5

Independent 2,312 2,449 2,788 3,007 + 695 + 30.1

Source: CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes.

Income Level of New Recipients

Table 16 shows that major shifts have occurred in the income distribution of
dependent Cal Grant A recipients i1n the past four years. The most signifi-

cant decline occurred in the number of low-income recipients: a drop of 209
from families with incomes below $12,000, and of 1,338 from families with

incomes between $12,000 and $24,000. The drop 1in the number of recipients

in the "Under $12,000" category was almost entirely the result of a drop of

326 recipients, or 35 percent, at independent institutions, although declines
in the "$§12,000 - $23,999" category occurred 1n all segments and ranged from
15 to 35 percent.

Because of the overall loss of 696 dependent recipients, the increase of 857
recipients from families with incomes above 524,000 did not offset the
losses at the lower income ranges. The independent institutions were the
only ones to experience a decrease in dependent recipients from families
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TABLE 16 Income Distribution of Dependent Cal Grant A
Recipients by Segment, 1980-81 to 1983-84

Change
Segment and 1980-81 1981~82 1982-83 1983-84 1980-81 f0g1983-84
Income Level Number Number Number Number Number Percent
State University
Under $12,000 701 597 698 177 + 76 +10.8%
$12,000 - 23,999 1,848 1,476 1,493 1,575 - 273 ~-14.8
524,000 - $35,999 708 940 BE88 841 + 133 +18.8
536,000 - 41,999 3 142 138 158 + 155 --
$42,000 & Up 0 0 0 0 t 0 --
Total Dependent 3,260 3,145 3,217 3,351 + 91 + 2.8
Independent 824 995 1,261 1,402 + 578 +68.6
University
Under $12,000 754 745 798 799 + 45 + 6.0
512,000 - 23,999 2,258 2,132 2,064 1,923 - 335 -14.8
$24,000 - 35,999 1,288 1,637 1,468 1,492 + 204 +15.8
$36,000 - 41,999 8 377 387 313 + 305 -
$42,000 & Up 0 9 5 9 + 9 --
Total Dependent 4,308 4,900 4,722 4,536 + 228 + 5.3
Independent 700 689 775 789 + &9 +12.7
Independent
Under 512,000 928 660 623 602 - 326 -35.1
$12,000 - 23,999 2,066 1,532 1,502 1,354 - 712 -34.5
$24,000 - 35,999 1,747 1,596 1,458 1,402 - 345 -19.7
$36,000 -~ 41,999 14 460 368 370 + 356 --
542,000 & Up 0 8 9 11 + 11 -
Total Dependent 4,761 4,256 3,960 3,739 -1,022 -21.5
Independent 700 657 632 623 - 77 -11.0
Proprietary and Other Private
Under 312,000 89 52 61 85 - 4 - 4.5
$12,000 - 23,999 120 101 100 102 - 18 -15.0
$24,000 - 35,999 73 B2 76 90 + 17 +23.3
$36,000 - 41,999 0 17 14 12 + 12 --
§42,000 & Up 0 0 0 0 £ 0 -
Total Dependent 282 183 252 289 + 7 + 2.5
Independent 88 108 120 193 + 105 +120.7
All Segments
Under $12,000 2,472 2,054 2,180 2,263 - 209 - B.4
$12,000 - 23,999 6,292 5,241 5,159 4,954 -1,338 -21.3
$24,000 - 35,999 3,816 4,255 3,890 3,825 + 9 + 0.2
$36,000 - 41,999 25 996 969 853 + B28 --
$42,000 & Up 0 17 14 20 + 20 -
Total Dependent 12,611 12,484 12,151 11,915 - 696 - 5.5
Independent 2,312 2,449 2,788 3,007 + 695 +30 1

Source: CSAC Applacant/Recipient Data Tapes.
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with incomes between $24,000 and $36,000, and their loss of 345 of these
recipients was barely offset by an increase of 355 1n the same group at the
State University, University, and proprietary institutions.

The greatest growth in the number of dependent recipients was in the 836,000 -
$41,999" 1ncome range, and the income cerling generally excluded applicants
with incomes above $42,000. Indeed, some of the effects of adjusting this
ceiling 1n 1981-82 and then leaving 1t unchanged 1n subsequent years are
evident in the increases in the number of recipients with family incomes
between $24,000 and $42,000 1n 1981-82 and then the subsequent declines in
those numbers i1n every segment in each of the next two years

Some of the shift in dependent recipients from the lower to the middle
portions of the income distribution i1n these years was more apparent than
real -- due to the effects of inflation on family income coupled with the
failure to adjust the income ceiling after 1981-82 Indeed, when the income
distribution of new recipients in 1983-84 1s expressed 1n constant 1980
dollars, the results sppear far different. Instead of increasing slightly
in the State University and University and dropping sharply at independent
institutions, the pumber of recipients from families with 1980-eguivalent
incomes under $12,000 increased by nearly 75 percent 1in the two publac
segments and declined by less than 3 percent at independent 1nstitutionmns.
Changes 1n the number of recipients 1n the "$12,000 to $23,999" family
income group were also lower after income levels were adjusted for infla-
tion -- declining by 5 percent at the State University, increasing by nearly
5 percent at the University, and declining by 11 percent at independent
institutions,

Examining changes in the income distribution of dependent recipients 1n
constant dollars shows that major shifts occurred in the number of recipients
from families with 1980-equivalent incomes of $24,000 and above. Indeed,
the number of recipients from families with 1980-equivalent incomes between
$24,000 and $35,999 plunged 40 percent in the State University, 31 percent
in the University, and 50 percent at independent institutions Although the
number of recipients with incomes of $36,000 or more 1n current dollars
increased sharply from 25 to 873, the number with 1980-equivalent incomes of
$36,000 or more virtually disappeared -- to only seven -~ by 1983-84.

Grade-Point Distribution of New Reciplents

The heightened competition for mew Cal Grant A awards because of the sizable
increase in financially needy eligible applicants led to increases 1in the
grade-point cutoffs and to marked changes in the grade-point averages of
recipients. Table 17 shows that the surge in applications in 1981-82 and

the sizable increase in the income ceiling that year produced a major shift
upward in the grade-point distribution of pew recipients. In that year, no
applicant with a grade-point average below 3.0 received an award, and the
number of new recipients with averages between 3.0 and 3 2 dropped sharply
The following year also saw no recipients with grade-point averages below
3.0, but the number with 3.0 to 3.19 averages increased again and by 1983-84
approached 1980-81 levels in all except the independent institutions.
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The number of recipients with 3.4 grade-point averages or better increased
10 all except the independent institutions, and would have been even larger
had the income ceiling kept pace with inflation. As 1t was, only 38 percent
of University and State University applicants and 40 percent of independent
institution applicants with averages at the top of the grade-point range
received new awards; most of the others failed to meet the program's 1ncome
ceirling, although some failed to demonstrate sufficient financial need.

TABLE 17 Grade-Point Distribution of New Cal Grant A Recipients
by Segment, 1980-81 to 1983-84

Change
Segment and 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84
Grade Point  Number  Number  Number  Number Number r
State University
Under 2.8 1 0 0 0 0
2.8-2.99 57 0 0 182 + 124
3.0-3 19 1,117 207 914 1,128 + 11
3.2-3 39 1,054 1,319 1,298 1,294 + 140
3.4 and Up 1,898 2,614 2,266 2,149 + 351
University
Under 2 8 0 0 0] 0 0
2.8-2.99 26 0 0 82 + 56
3.0-3 19 709 151 687 702 - 7
3.2-3.39 965 1,236 1,123 1,077 + 112
3.4 and Up 3,308 4,202 3,687 3,466 + 158
Independent
Under 2.8 1 0 0 0 - 1
2.8-2.99 60 0 0 159 + 99
3.0-3.19 1,067 202 745 794 - 273
3.2-3.39 1,100 1,238 1,094 960 -~ 140
3.4 and Up 3,233 3,473 2,753 2,449 - 784
Proprietary and Other Private
Under 2.8 Q 0 0 0 0
2.8-2.99 6 0 0 39 + 33
3.0-3.19 121 21 102 112 - 9
3.2-3.39 79 94 116 133 + 54
3.4 and Up 164 176 154 198 + 34

Source:  CSAC AppllcantfREE}plenprData Tapes
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Ethnic Composition of New Recipients

The Cal Grant A program provides grants to financially-needy, academically
talented applicants, including many ethnic minority students. Table 18

shows the ethnic composition of new recipients and the minoer shifts that

have occurred 1n recent years

Because of the substantial increase i1n the number of recipients who declined
to state their ethnicity in 1983-84, the most reliable comparison of the
shifts that have occurred 1s based on the data for the years from 1980-81
through 1982-83 These show that when the income ceiling was adjusted by
more than the rate of inflation 1n 1981-82, there was a corresponding rise
in the grade-point cutoffs for eligibility and a decline 1n the number of
American Indian, Black, and "Other" ethmic recipients while the number of
Hispanics remained stable and the number of whiles, Filipinos, and Asians
increased. The following year, there was no adjustment in the income ceiling
and the applicant pools' 1ncome profile in constant dollars more clesely
resembled that of 1980-81. Consequently, the grade-point cutoffs were
reduced somewhat, and the number of Black, Hispanic, and Asian recipients
increased above both 1980-81 and 1981-82 levels, while the number of Whites
and Filipinos declined The changes 1in 1983-84 are difficult to assess
because of the sharp increase from 60 to 991 recipients who declined to
state their ethnicity. It appears that 1f the ethnicity of these recipients
were known, the ethnic composition of the 1983-84 recipients would be similar
to that in 1982-83, except for the continued increase i1n the number of
Hispanic recipieants.

TABLE 18 Ethnic Composition of New Cal Grant A Recipients,
1980-81 to 1983-84

1980-81 13981-82 1982-83 1983-84 _
Ethnicity  Number ¥  Number X  Number %  Number ¥
American
Indian 80 05 40 0.3 1o 0.7 73 0.5
Black 870 6.5 B90 6.0 1,080 7.2 926 6.2

Hispanic 1,560 10 5 1,540 10.3 1,690 11.3 1,882 12.6

Filipino 510 3.4 650 4.4 410 2.8 400 2.7
Asian 2,140 14.4 2,250 15.1 2,710 18.2 2,637 17.7
White 8,660 58 1 8,900 59.7 8,340 56.0 7,567 50.7
Other B50 5.7 310 2.1 500 3.4 448 3.0
Unknown 130 089§ 320 2.1 60 0.4 991 6.6

Source: CBSAC, October 1983 Agendas, Tab H
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While the percentage of ethnic minority recipients in the Cal Grant A program
1s not as high as it 1s in the Cal Grant B program, the overall number of
Black and Hispanic students receiving Cal Grant A awards 1s nearly identical
to the number receiving Cal Grant B awards. In the four-year institutions,
however, the number of ethnic minority recipients in the Cal Graot A program
was substantially greater. For example in 1983-84, there were at least 926
Black Cal Grant A recipients at four-year institutions, but only 355 Black
Cal Grant B recipients There were at least 1,882 Hispanic Cal Grant A
recipients compared to 1,112 and 2,637 Asian recipients compared to 1,248 at
four- year institutions. Furthermore, over 3,500 students each year turn
down offered Cal Grant A awards: 60 to 65 percent of these do so to accept a
Cal Grant B award and sizable numbers of these recipients are from ethnic
minority groups. While only 35 percent of all applicants to either program
apply to both, those who do are generally hagh ability, financially-needy
ethnic minority students, many of whom have their choice of which award they
want to accept.

CAL GRANT A RECIPIENTS, PELL GRANTS, AND REMAINING NEED

In providing a limited number of academically talented but financially needy
undergraduates with assistance 1n meeting the cost of tuition and required
fees at the colleges and universities of their choice, the Cal Grant A
program was designed to complement and supplement federal financial aid
programs rather than supplant them. Consequently, any assessment of 1ts
effectiveness must include an examination of (1) the degree to which 1its
awards cover recipients' tuition and required fees, (2) 1ts i1nteraction with
the federal Pell Grant program, and (3) the extent to which these two
important grant sources meet the financial needs of Cal Graot A recipients.

Coverage of Tuition and Fees

Originally, Cal Grant A awards were designed to cover either tuition and
required fees, unmet need, or a specified maximum amount, whichever was
less. Now, as Table 19 shows, the maximum grant level restricts the portion
of tuition and fees that the award actually covers at independent institu-
tions, and insufficient appropriations by the State since 1980-81 have
forced the Student Ai1d Commission to limit substantially the portion of
recent fee increases covered for grant recipients at public institutions

At 1ndependent institutions, average tuition and required fees paid by Cal
Grant A recipients increased much more rapidly than the maximum grant,

especilally during the last five years, and also faster than the rate of

inflation or of increases 1in family 1ncome. The maximum grant has not

covered average tuition and fees at these institutions since 1974-75, when
1t covered 95 percent; but in the past four years, the failure to adjust it
even for inflation has reduced 1ts coverage from 69 to 52 percent.

In the public universities, the story has been much the same, although the
dollar gap between the maximum Cal Grant A award and required fees has not
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TABLE 19 Average Tuition and Required Fees and Maximum
Cal Grant A Awards by Segment, 1980-81 to 1983-84

State University University Independent
Average Max. Cover- Average Max Cover- Average Max. Cover-
Year Fees Award age Fees Award age Tuition Award age
1980-~-81 3222 $225 100 $775 5774 100 54,635 $3,200 69
1981-82 316 255 81 997 819 82 5,411 3,400 63
1982-83 505 247 49 1,294 843 65 5,992 3,330 56
1983-84 692 277 40 1,380 584 64 6,572 3,400 52

Source* (CSAC Research, Memorandum, October 1984.

been as great. In the State University, Cal Grant awards covered 93 to 100
percent of required fees throughout the 1970s. Beginning in 1981-82, however,
the fee increase that year, including an emergency surcharge at mid-year,
was not fully covered for Cal Grant A recipients, and this pattern was
repeated both in 1982-83 and 1983-84 when Cal Grant A awards covered only 49
and 40 percent of State University fees, respectively. At the Univers:ty,
too, the program has failed since 1981-82 to cover its traditional 92 to 100
percent of required fees -- dropping by 1983-84 to only 64 percent coverage.

Pell Grants and Cal Grants

The Pell Grant program originated in 1972 as a limited federal effort to
target grant aid to low-income students who had historically not partici-
pated fully in higher education Known as "Basic Educational Opportunity
Grants" during their early years, Pell Grants were 1nitially targeted to
undergraduate students from families with incomes below $15,000. Passage of
the Middle Income Student Assistance Act by Congress came too late to have a
major impact on California students during the 1978-79 year, but by 1979-80
the expansion of Pell Grant eligibility was readily apparent in all segments.
The increased eligibility of large numbers of middle-income students from
families with incomes below $25,000 per year as well as many low-1income
students was most evident in the 68 percent increase in Pell Grant funds
that year for independent college and university students, but there were
also increases of 38 percent at proprietary schools, 29 percent at the State
University, 28 percent at the Unaversity, and 23 percent in the Community
Colleges.

Since 1979-80, however, no further expansion 1n the program has occurred.
The federal administrstion's concern over rising federal student aid costs
and growing federal deficits led to across-the-board reductions in the size
of Pell awards in 1980-81 and 1981-82. Then a major shift in administrative
regulations for the program in 1982-83 greatly restricted eligibilaty and in
effect repealed the Middle Income Student Assistance Act. The impact of
these cumulative decisions about program eligibility and funding were again
most evident at 1independent institutions which enrolled large numbers of
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middle-income students. Between 1979-80 and 1982-83, Pell Grant funding for
these institutions' students dropped by nearly 26 percent -- from $31.6
million to $23 5 million. Smaller decreases occurred at the University,
Community Colleges, and proprietary schools, although the State University's
undergraduates received more Pell Grant funds in 1983-84 than ever before.

The restrictions in federal Pell Grant eligibility and funding had important
effects on Cal Grant A and other fipancial aid recipients 1n Californ:a
because they occurred at a time when tuition and required fees in California
were rising sharply and State grant funding was not i1ncreasing. In 1980-81,
60 percent of the new Cal Grant A recipients and 66 percent of the renewal
recipients at independent institutions were also Pell Grant recipients. At
the University, the corresponding figures were 68 and 76 percent respectively;
and at the State University, 76 and 79 percent, respectively. By 1983-84,
however, the pattern changed Scarcely half of the Cal Grant A recipients
at 1ndependent institutions received Pell Grants, and only 58 percent of
those at the University did so. At the State University, the restrictions
1n Pell Grant eligibility did not have as great an impact because a larger
percentage of 1ts recipients were independent or self supporting and did not
lose elaigibality. In all, nearly 70 percent of the State University's Cal
Grant A recipients still had Pell Grants. Throughout this period, the
majority of all Cal Grant A recipients received Pell Grants, but the majority
of Californra's Pell Grant recipients did not receive Cal Grant A awards.

Costs, Contributions, Grant Levels, and Remaining Need

The costs of attending California colleges and universities have increased
substantially during the past four years. In 1980-81, the average cost of
attendance for dependent Cal Grant A recipients was approximately $3,900 at
the State Universaty, $4,400 at the University, $8,000 at an 1ndependent
institution, and 56,600 at a proprietary institutioan. By 1983-84, however,
tuition and fee i1increases and the rising expense of room, board, books,
supplies, and other items raised the average cost of attendance for dependent
recipients to $4,900 at the State University, $6,600 at the University,
$11,300 at independent 1nstitutions, and $8,600 at proprietary institutions.

Parental and student contributions of dependent students increased during
this period as well, but not as rapidly as college costs. In 1980-81, new
Cal Grant A recipients and their families contributed an average of $1,730
at the State University, $1,876 at the Universaity, $2,541 at 1ndependent

institutions, and $2,335 at proprietary institutions. By 1983-84, these
average total family contributions had increased to $2,408, $2,545, 53,309,
and $3,064, respectively

Over the same period, neither average Pell Grants nor average Cal Grant A
award levels kept pace with rising college costs. In fact, while average
Pell Grant aid remained fairly constant for low-income recipients, 1t declined
overall because of the loss of eligibility of most middle-income Cal Grant A
recipients. Furthermore, the average Cal Grant A award increased by only
$50 for new State University recipients, despite a $470 increase 1in required
fees; by less than $70 in the University, despite a 5605 increase i1n required
fees; and by 5309 i1n independent institutions despite a jump of $2,160 1in
average tuition.
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The net result was a pattern of sharp increases 1n tuition and fees and
other college costs, a less dramatic increase in parent and student contri-
butions, very little improvement in grant support from either Cal Grant A or
the Pell Grant programs, and a substantial increase 1n remaining need -- the
amount left to pay through institutional aid funds, term-time employment, or
loans.

In the State University, the average new Cal Grant A recipient had a remain-
ing need of $1,622 1in 1980-81. Four years later, this remaining need had
increased to $2,889, or nearly 45 percent of total college costs.

At the University, the average remaining need of new recipients i1ncreased
from $1,374 1n 1980-81 to $2,474 1in 1983-84, although i1t varied widely in
both years depending on the recipients' family income. Since a Cal Grant A
award covers a portion of required fees and generally does not vary much
within a segment depending on a reciplent's financial need, recipients from
low-1ncome families have greater average remaining need than recipients from
middle-income families, even after their larger average Pell Grant 1s taken
into account. The reason 1s that average parental and student contributions
increase as disposable family 1ncome 1increases, and unmet need thus tends to
vary inversely with family income. For example, in 1983-84, the average
remaining need of a new Cal Grant A recipient at the University whose family
had an income between $6,000 and $11,999 was $2,971 after subtracting family
contributions of $§824, a 51,173 Pell Grant, and a $876 Cal Grant A award.
In contrast, the average remaining need of a similar recipient from a family
with an income between $24,000 and $29,999 was $1,756, after subtracting
family contributions of $3,049, a 5240 Pell Grant, and a $846 Cal Grant A
award. This phenomenon occurs 1n all four segments and reflects the fact
that fam:ly contributions and Pell Grants have progressive features while
the s1ze of Cal Grant A awards does not.

Nowhere are the results of the failure of famly income, Cal Grants, and
Pell Grants to keep pace with rising college costs more evident than among
Cal Grant A recipients at independent instatutions. In 1980-81, the average
remaining need of a new 1ndependent college or university recipient was
$2,124, but 1t jumped to $4,320 by 1983-84. While a Guaranteed Student Loan
could have provided the funds to cover this recipient's remaining need at
the start of this period, 1t could not do so by 1983-84 The maximum loan
available from that program was $2,500 and left Cal Grant A recipients at
independent institutions waith at least 51,820 in college costs to cover from
some other source. By borrowing the maximum amount allowed by the Guaran-
teed Student Loan program to help meet their remaining need, these students
would have an aggregate indebtedness of at least $10,000 by the time they
graduated.

Other Sources of Financial Aid

At this time, no one knows how current Cal Grant A recipients tend to meet
the substantial and growing levels of remaining need they face 1f they want
to attend college. Among recaipirents from low-income families who often face
the highest levels of remaining need for the reasons outlined earlier,
institutional grant funds, federal campus-based grants like Supplemental
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Educational Opportunity Grants, programs like College Work-5tudy, and Guaran-
teed Student Loans probably make up the difference between their college
costs and family contributions, Cal Grant A awards, and Pell Grants. For
many middle- and upper-middle-income recipients, however, the only sources
of additional aid are loans, institutional grants, and outside employment.
Despite lower average remaining need levels, only a small percentage of
these recipients are eligible for Pell Grants, and most cannot qualify fer
federal campus-based grant funds or the College Work-Study program.

In the late 1970s, the failure of the Cal Grant programs to expand eirther
the number or size of their awards was partially offset by the rapid expan-
sion of federal financial aid programs and the extemsion of eligibility to
middle- as well as low-income students. Since 1981-82, however, the failure
of the State to expand 1ts programs at the same time that college costs were
rising rapidly and federal aid was being cut back, forced both public and
independent 1nstitutions to rely more heavily than ever on 1institutional
grant aid to assist financially needy students

The fee increases 1n the public segments since 1981-82 and other rising
college costs stemming from inflationary pressures would have produced
enrollment losses or shifts had not additional financial aid been available
for needy students. In the case of the State University, the Legislature
appropriated $3.4 million dollars to provide additional financial aid to Cal
Grant recipients and other State University students with demonstrated
financial need. This additional aid was designed to help cover the costs of
the 8100-fee increase in 1982-83, but in 1983-84, the increase in State
University fees from $505 to $692 was not accompanied by any 1increase 1in
financial aid funds from the State. As a result, the $11.6 million 1in
additional aid funds required to offset the fee i1ncrease was generated from
student fee revenues. In essence, students at the State University were
called on to provide financial aid for their less affluent fellow students
when the State failed for one year to provide the needed funds.

Student-supported financial aid has a much longer history in the University
and at independent institutions, where for decades a significant portion of
the revenues from fee 1ncreases has been used to fund financial aid for
other students with demonstrated need. In 1978-79, for example, University
students provided $30.5 million in financial aid for their fellow students,
compared to only $12.8 million from all the Cal Grant programs combined. By
1982-83 -- the last year for which complete figures are available -- Univer-
sity students were providing over $51.5 million 1in financial aid to fellow
students, while the Cal Grant programs contributed $17.4 millien Not only
have University students contributed nearly three times as much as the State
for financial aid for their fellow students, but student-supported financial
a1d for needy University students has increased more rapidly than financial
a1d from State General Funds.

Among independent institutions, the link between rising tuition and fees and
increased institution-funded financial aid has been a particularly vicious
circle. Sharp increases in fees and other college cests not only increase
the amount of financial aid needed by students already receivang 1it, but
force others to apply for aid as well. Cutbacks in federal aid and the
failure of the State to 1ncrease maximum grants appreciably has led to a
substantial increase 1in remaining need among Cal Grant A recipients at
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independent institutions and placed additional pressures on these institu-
tions to increase 1nstitutional grant funds. Furthermore, the number of Cal
Grant A recipients attending these institutions has dropped considerably in
the last four years, while the number of their undergraduates requiring
financial assistance has grown. The results have been annual i1ncreases in
tuition teo cover inflationary cost increases and additional demand for more
financial aiad These, 1in turn, have increased further the need for additicnal
financial aid and the upward pressure on tuition. News stories suggest that
independent 1institutions are becoming concerned about the rate at whach
tuition has 1increased 1n recent years and about possible limits on the
willingness of their students to pay for substantial amounts of financial
aid for fellow studemnts In California, 2 number of independent institutions
revised their planned tuition increases downward in 1983-84, and their
representatives have expressed concern about their institutions' capacity to
continue to make up for federal financial aid cutbacks and the loss of Cal
Grant A awards by increasing the amount of institutional grant funds they
generate through donations and student tuition increases.

RENEWAL OF CAL GRANT A AWARDS

Recipients of new Cal Grant A awards are eligible to renew their awards for
three additional years or untal they graduate, whichever comes first. To be
eligible to remew their grant, they must continue to demonstrate finmancial
need and meet their institution's standards for satisfactory academic progress.
Up until 1982-83, renewal applicants also had to meet income and asset
ceilings that eliminated some from continued eligibility regardless of thear
financial need or academic performance.

As Table 20 shows, the losses i1n new Cal Grant A recipients that independent
institutions have experienced have also contributed to a sharp decline 1n
the number of renewal recipients i1n that segment. The State University sand
the University, on the other hand, have had more remewal recipients each
year.

Comparing the change 1in the number of renewal recipients in each segment
from one year to the next with the change in the number of first-time recip-
1ents during the prior year provides one way of estimating the extent to
which shifts in first-time awards help explain changes 1n renewal patterns.
Such a comparison shows that in the late 1970s, increases or decreases 1in
the number of renewals exceeded shifts in the prior vear's new awards and
suggests that the renewal income ceiling was an important factor in preventing
award winners in all segments from renewing. In 1980-81 and the following
year, the number of renewal recipients at the University and State University
increased over the prior year and did so at a rate that exceeded the prior
vear's growth in new awards

Among 1ndependent institutions, however, the number of renewal recipients
continued a persistent decline at a rate that exceeded by nearly two to one
the prior year's loss 1n new award winners. The elimination of the renewal
income ceiling in 1982-83 did nothing to reverse this decline in the number
of renewal recipients at these institutions, but i1t did reduce their losses
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TABLE 20 Number of Cal Grant A Renewal Recipients by Segment,
1980-81 to 1983-84.

Change
1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84  1980-81 to 1983-84
Segment Number Number Number Number Number Percent
State Univ 5,145 6,076 6,291 6,472 +1,327 +25.7%
University 7,211 7,790 8,608 9,131 +1,920 +26.6
Independent 11,171 10,171 9,575 8,869 -2,302 -20 6
Proprietary 285 301 284 312 + 27 + 9.5

Source: CSAC Research, October 1983 Agenda.

for the first time to levels that could largely be explained by prior year's
losses 1n new recipients. These patterns continued 1n all segments 1in
1983-84

Table 21 shows the different factors aside from the income ceiling that have
affected overall renewal rates during the past four years The number of
eligible students who renew each year excludes the 1,200 to 1,700 recipients
who drop out during the year and the 8,500 to 9,500 graduating seniors.
While there have been some changes in the importance of the various factors
from year to year, the remarkable thing about the information in Table 21 1s
the general stability in the renewal rates and in the relative importance of

TABLE 21 Cal Grant A Renewal and Loss Rates, 1980-81 to 1983-84

Item 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
# % # % # * # %

Renewed 23,271 79.3% 23,679 79.8% 23,608 80.9% 22,432 76 9%

Academically

Ineligible 207 09 203 0.7 61 0.2 96 03

Lack of Academic

Progress - - 406 14 380 1.3

Lack of

Financial Need 1,629 5.5 1,425 4.8 1,270 4.4 1,876 6.4

Self Withdrawal 1,172 4.0 896 3.0 851 29 748 6

Di1d Not Reapply 2,955 10 0 3,288 11.1 2,890 9.9 3,533 12.1

To CC Reserve 147 05 169 0.6 108 0.4 105 0.4

To Deferment 0 0.0 1 00 1 0.0 0 0.0

Source: CSAC Research, October 1984 Agenda, N-1, p.4.
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the factors associated with nonrenewal. Furthermore, 1t shows the high
degree of persistence 1n the program among regular Cal Grant A recipients.

COMMUNITY COLLEGE RESERVE PORTION
OF THE CAL GRANT A PROGRAM

Community College students have not been eligible to participate directly in
the Cal Grant A program ostens:bly because the grants cover a portion of
tuition and required fees and these colleges have not charged required fees
as a condition for enrollment. Nevertheless, the Cal Grant A program con-
tains two features that are potentially saignificant for high ability Commun:ty
College transfer students with demonstrated financial need. The first ais
the provision discussed earlier that permits Community College as well as
four-year college students who have not yet completed their junior year to
apply for a new Cal Grant A award. The second 1s the Community College
reserve portion of the program that provides reserve awards for successful
applicants who plan to attend a Community College before transferring to a
participating four-year college or university.

The Community Cocllege reserve program, unlike the regular Cal Grant A award
process, does not have statutory limitations on the number of new awards.
Over the last four years, between 2,034 and 2,939 reserve recipients were
selected anmnuazlly, and 1,260 to 1,360 prior-year reserve winners renewed
their awards. The number of new recipients each year 1s determined by the
number of Community College reserve applicants who meet or exceed the grade-
point cutoffs for the regular part of the program. These winners can then
renew their reserve awards 1f they continue to demonstrate financial need
and make satisfactory academic progress. When they transfer, they receive
the same size grant as regular Cal Grant A recipients in that segment.

Characteristics of Reserve Winners

Community Cecllege reserve winners designate at the time they apply the
Community College they plan to attend and the four-year institution and
segment to which they hope to transfer. The largest number of new reserve
winners, like the majority of all Community College transfer students, plan
to attend the State University, yet as Table 22 shows, major shifts have
occurred over the past four years in the segment new reserve winners plan to
attend. The number planning to transfer to a State University campus nearly
doubled from 956 to 1,713 1n these years and increased from 47 0 to 58 3
percent of all new reserve winners. The number planning to transfer to the
University 1increased from 517 to 775, but the proportion did not change
much. On the other hand, the independent institutions experienced the a drop
in this portion of the program as they did in the regular part of the Cal
Grant A program: from 534 to 399, representing a sharp decline from 26 2 to
13.6 percent of all new reserve awards.
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TABLE 22 New Community College Reserve Winners by Segment,
1980-81 to 1983-84.

1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
Segment Number % Number %  Number % Number %
State
University 956 47.0% 1,224 50 9% 1,402 53.2% 1,713 58.3%
University 511 251 678 28.2 754 28.6 775 26.4
Independent 534 26.2 474 19.7 448 17.0 399 13.6
Proprietary 33 1.6 28 1.2 32 1.2 52 1.8

Source* CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes.

Academic Level of Reserve Winners

The same provisions governing eligibiality for regular Cal Grant A awards
apply to the Community College reserve portion cf the program, including
unit limits, the income ceiling, and need requirements. As expected, the
largest percentage of reserve winners are either prefreshmen or freshmen at
the time they apply. Moreover, increasing numbers of new reserve recipients
were already enrclled in college at the time they applied -- a trend that
was also evident among regular Cal Grant A applicants and recipients. For
instance, in 1980-81, 70.2 percent of new reserve winners were high school
seniors, compared to only 45.2 percent by 1983-84. At the same time, the
proportion of freshman winners rose from 19.5 to 33.9 percent, and that of
sophomore winners more than doubled from 9.0 to 18.5 percent. These latter
two groups of reserve recipients were already enrolled at a Community College
at the time they applied.

Other Characteristics of Reserve Winners

How do Community College reserve winners who meet the same high academic
standards as regulasr winners differ from the regular winners? Do economic
circumstances alone prompt them to attend a Community College first?

An examination of the family-income distribution of dependent reserve winners
shows that it was not markedly different from that of regular recipients.
For the three major segments, as Table 23 shows, the percentage of reserve
and regular winners from families with incomes under $12,000 were quite
close and changed only slightly over the past four years. Moreover, the
proportion of regular winners from families with incomes under 524,000 1in
the State University and Univers:ity was somewhat greater than that of reserve
winners and in independent i1nstitutions the figures for the two groups were
1dentacal.
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TABLE 23

Segment

State
University

University
Independent

Source:

Percentage of Community College Reserve and Regular
Cal Grant A Recipients with Family Incomes Below

1980-81 to 1983-84

1981-82
Regu- CCC

tar Reserve

1982-83
Regu- CCC
lar Reserve

1983-84
Regu- CCC
lar Reserve

§12,000,
1980-81
Regu- CCC
lar Reserve
209 18%
17 17
18 13

16%  16%
15 17

15 15

CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes.

14%  17%
14 16

13 12

15% 19%
15 17

13 13

If the family-income distribution of dependent Community College reserve
winners was not different from that of regular new Cal Grant A recipients,
As Table 24 shows, the percen-
tage of self-supporting reserve recipients in all three segments exceeded

the proportion who were self supporting was.

the percentage among regular winners in 1980-81

Further, the proportion of

financially independent reserve winners increased in all segments -- espe-
cially at the University,
University, where 1t more than tripled.
large a proportion of Community College reserve recipients as new Cal Grant

A recipients planning to attend the University were self supporting.

where 1t more than doubled, and at the State
By 1983-84, nearly three times as

In the

State University, the proportion of independent recipients increased in both
groups, but the percentage among reserve winners exceeded that among regular
winners by 50 percent.

TABLE 24

Segment

State
University

University
Independent

Source,

Percentage of Self Supporting Community College Reserve
Winners Compared to Reqular Cal Grant A Reciplents,
1980~81 to 1983-84¢

1980-81
Regu- CCC
lar Reserve

1981-82
Regu- CCC
lar Reserve

1982-83
Regu- CCC
lar Reserve

1983-84
Regu- CCC
lar Reserve

15% 11%
11 15
8 9

16%  23%
11 19
8 14

CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes.
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22%  26%
11 26
9 16

23%  35%
11 31
10 16



More work remains to be done on the similarities and differences between

reserve and regular Cal Grant A winners. Until then, the large and rising
proportion of Community College reserve recipients who are independent may
be an important factor in their decision to first attend a Community College,

but the vast majority of reserve winners were still dependent students from
families whose 1ncomes were quite similar to those of regular Cal Grant A
Winners.

Renewal Patterns of Community College Reserve Winners

The 1dea of guaranteeing a grant to financially needy high-ability Community
College students so they can transfer to four-year institutioms 1s very
appealing. By promising to help cover a portion of tuition and required fee
costs after transfer, the reserve portion of the Cal Grant A program provides
an 1ncentive to transfer and the promise of easing the financial transition
from Community Colleges to four-year institutions.

How well does 1t work?” The published information on the Community College
program renewal rates 1s useful in answering this question, but not entirely
satisfactory for three reasons. First, 1t 1ncludes both new and renewal
recipients and thus constitutes an average of conceivably very different
renewal patterns Second, 1t covers the whole program and does not delineate
possible differences in the renewal and transfer patterns among recipients
planning to transfer to different segments Third, there 1s a regular and
apparently sizable two-way flow between the reserve and regular porticns of
the Cal Grant A program that complicates the computation of persistence and
transfer rates For example, over the last three years, about 400 to 500
Community College reserve recipients left the reserve program for the four-
year regular program during each academic year, while 650 to 700 Cal Gramt A
recipients shifted from regular to reserve status during the year.

To explore the question of renewal and transfer rates within the reserve
program, Commission staff tracked new Community College reserve winners 1n
1980-81 over the next three years to see how many renewed their awards, how
many transferred to four-year institutions and converted their reserve to a
regular award, and how many did not renew or left the program for one reason
or another. The patterns of pre-freshman and freshman winners were examined
separately, and their renewal and transfer rates compared.

Overall, there were 1,432 new pre-freshman Community College reserve winners
in 1980-81. By the following year, 639 or 44.6 percent of them failed to
renew their awards or withdrew; 81 or 5 6 percent were no longer able to
demonstrate financial need; 525 or 36.7 percent remewed their reserve awards;
and 187 or 13 percent transferred to a four-year institution and became
regular Cal Grant A renewal winners. In other words, slightly less than
half of the new pre-freshman reserve recipients in 1980-81 were still in the
program just one year later.

Of the 712 reserve or regular renewal recipients left in 1981-82, 130 renewed
their reserve awards again in 1982-83, 387 ;;ansfer;;d to four-year institu-
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tions, and the other 195 either did not renew (107) or were no longer able
to demonstrate need (88). The 517 remaining in the program were further
reduced by 1983-84 Only 14 remained as Community College reserve renewals,
and 382 were transfer renewal recipients.

Among the 1,296 freshmen who were Community College reserve recipients 1in
1980-81, 397 were new winners and 899 were renewal recipients. By 1981-82,
244 or 18.8 percent were renewal recipients, 540 or 41.7 percent were trans-
fer recipients, 56 were no longer financially needy, and 456 or 35.2 percent
had not renewed their awards. In this year, over 60 percent of the freshman
reserve winners were still in the program one year later, compared to the
less than half of the pre-freshman winners The greater percentage of
freshman reserve winners who renewed or transferred with their award the
second year was partly the result of the large percentage of renewal winners
in this group.

The Commission also carried out 1ts analysis of the 1980-81 pre-freshman
Commun:ity College reserve winners and their renewal, transfer, and disappear-
ance rates for each of the segments. The net changes 1in these rates from
year to year varied considerably with reserve recipients planning to transfer
to State University campuses more likely to renew their reserve awards and
transfer within the next two years than those planning to transfer to the
University or to independent institutions. In the State University, 54.4
percent of 1its pre-freshman Community College reserve winners in 1980-81
were still in the program one year later, and 43 4 percent were participating
in 1982-83. In the Unmiversity, the figures were 50.6 percent the second
year and 36.3 percent the third Among new reserve winners planning to
transfer to independent institutions, however, these percentages were only
39.9 and 22.1 percent. One factor behind the State University's higher
renewal and transfer rates of reserve winners, of course, 1s 1ts lower price
of attendance compared to other universities and 1ts historical role as the
primary destination for Community College transfer students.

Linking the records of the new reserve winners in 1980-81 with subsequent
year's files shows that some reserve winners changed their minds about where
they planned to transfer. Some selected more expensive institutions, but
the majority of those who changed their minds switched to less expensive
transfer institutions. Sometimes, however, these reserve winners lost
eligibility because they could no longer demonstrate financial need at their
new institution. Each year, about 2.5 to 3.0 percent of the grants of
reserve winners who transfer are not renewed on the grounds of insufficient
financial need and s0 are 2 to 3 percent of those who remain at z Community
College a second year and try to renew their reserve award. This loss of
eligibility occurs more often in a switch from independent to State Univer-
s1ty campuses, although 1t can occur in other i1nstances as well.

The overall percentage of Community College reserve winners who renew their
awards and eventually transfer with an award 1s quite low comsidering the
high level of prior academic achievement among reserve winners: less than
56 percent compared to over 77 percent for pre-freshman regular Cal Grant A
recipients in 1981-82. Further analysis of this topic is needed before a
full explanation 1s possible. Perhaps the time lag between selection and
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actual transfer znd use of the reserve award is a factor i1n the difference,
or perhaps the large number of self-supporting students 1in the Community
College reserve program face particular problems in financing their educa-
tions that have not been adequately recognized or dealt with. For instance,
the failure to fully fund State University Cal Grant A awards in 1983-84 so
that only %257 of the %692 required fees were covered, may have made the
s1ze of these awards unattractive compared to the potential earnings from a
full- or part-time job, even 1f employment led to enrolling part time instead
of full time as expected by the Cal Grant A program

Whatever the full explanation, 6.5 to 7.5 percent of all Community College
reserve vinners 1n recent years have dropped out of the program during theair
first year in college, an additional 4 to 5 percent have withdrawn from the
program after starting the renewal process, and between 30 and 35 percent
simply have not reapplied the second year.

At least 2.5 percent of reserve winners transferred each year but could not
show financial need afterward, so 1t 1s conceirvable that other talented
Community College reserve winners transfer eventually without assistance
from this program That leaves about 1,100 to 1,200, or 28 to 35 percent, of
the reserve winners who renew their awards each year and another 28 to 30
percent who transfer to a participating institution with a Community College
reserve grant. Yet, in each of the last three years, more reserve winners
did not reapply for their award than actually renewed them, and as many
failed to reapply as transferred with assistance from one of these awards

Such results are disappointing, especially since the losses i1nvolve a small
but academically talented portion of the Community Colleges enrollment,
students who have clear transfer objectives and the capability to succeed.
In 2ts final report in this series, the Commission will examine further the
causes for this low renewal and transfer rate and explore possible sclutions
to 1t, but several steps could be taken immediately to improve the situation.

The greatest attrition in the Community College reserve program occurs among
pre-freshman recipients in their first year in college, as 1t typically does
among all first-year college students. Those who re-enrcll their second
year, or 1n this instance renew their Community College reserve awards,
persist in greater numbers in subsequent years. Consequently, 1f the number
of these awards were limited by statute, the substantial first-year attrition
rate would suggest delaying identification of recipients until the sophomore
year or on the eve of transfer. The number of new awards are not restricted,
however, and depend only on the number of qualified applicants who meet the
grade-point cutcff of the regular program.

It seems that the advantage of early identification of these potential
transfer students 18 lost even though Community College reserve winners are
made known to both the Community Colleges they attend initially and the
institutions to which they want to transfer. Privacy laws or other factors
do net appear to discourage the identification of these students, but so far
the process used of 1dentification has proved ineffective. At least two
points seem clear;
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e The current process of providing Community College presidents with a list
of reserve winners attending their institution and designating Community
College reserve winners with asterisks on the list of new recipients sent
to the financial aid offices at four-year institutions has clearly not
worked. For some reason the lists are not being used effectively because
the information 1s not reaching those who might better inform these
potential transfer students about the transfer process and their chosen
four-year institutions' academic expectations, costs of attendance,
financial aid programs, and other pertinent information.

e If the Community College reserve application form had a simple waiver
that the students could sign giving the Student Aid Commission authority
to inform the recipients' Community Colleges that they were reserve
winners and inform the 1nstitutions that these students i1dentified as
their transfer choices, the needed academic and financial counseling for
these promising students could be made available at both the Community
College level and through personal outreach efforts by the chosen four-
year 1nstitutions

To the extent that the problems preventing the Community College reserve
program from fully realizing its potential stem from inadequate information
on academic and financial aid questions or the lack of adequate links between
these prospective transfer students and the four-year institutions, the
steps outlined here could help and would be relatively easy to implement
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THREE

CAL GRANT B APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS

The Cal Grant B Program, established as the Californmia Opportunity Grant
program 1n 1968-69, assists low-income disadvantaged students by providing
grants to help cover subsistence costs 1mmediately and then tuition and
required fee costs after the first year. Designed to enable students from
groups who have been underrepresented historically in higher education to
attain a baccalaureate degree, the Cal Grant B program selects recipients
using a complex scoring system that considers not only high school or college
grade- point averages, but family income, level of parental education,
family size, and a series of responses to questions about the applicant's
life and career goals. The program provides some degree of choice among
different colleges and universities but requires that 51 percent of all new
recipients i1nitially attend a Community College

The program has expanded over the years from 4,761 total awards in 1973-74
to 20,070 in 1979-80 and then leveled off. The total number of authorized
new awards peaked i1n 1980-81 at 6,995 and then was reduced to 6,825 in
subsequent years Funding for the program also peaked in 1980-81 at $30.6
m1llion, and then declined steadily to $28.0 million 1n 1983-84.

APPLICATION PATTERNS AND CHARACTERISTICS OF APPLICANTS

The total number of applicants for first-time Cal Grant B awards 1increased
dramatically between 1978-79 and 1983-84, but this 1increase was uneven, as
1t was in the Cal Grant A program. From 34,951 applicants in 1978-79, the
number rose to 35,806 1n 1979-80, increased to 41,437 1in 1980-81, jumped to
58,065 1in 1981-82, dropped to 56,029 1n 1982-83, and then rose slightly to
56,082 in 19B83-84. The most striking change was the sharp increase 1in
1981-82, followed by relative stability since then. This 1s the same trend
and timing pattern exhibited by applicants to the Cal Grant A program as
well, suggesting that the surge 1n applications in 1981-82 stemmed from the
same general forces -- fears of sharp cutbacks in federal fimancial aid
along with the first of a series of marked fee increases at public four-year
institutions and continued tuition increases at 1ndependent institutions 1n
the State

Not all applicants to the Cal Grant B program completed their applications.
This was true of the Cal Grant A program as well, but in the Cal Grant B
program the problem was more serious. In 1980-81, only 25,011, or 60.3
percent, of the 41,437 who started the application process actually completed
the required forms; in 1981-82 only 29,934, or 51.6 percent, did so, and by
1983-84, 33,346, or 59.4 percent, of the 56,082 completed their applications.
The corresponding figures for the Cal Grant A program were 72.5, 70 7, and
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73.4 percent, respectively. This comparison suggests that high achieving
students from either low-income or more advantaged backgrounds have less
difficulty than do disadvantaged students completing all the forms and
paperwork required to apply for financial aid Although numerous efforts
have been made 1n recent years to simpl:ify the application process, these
data suggest that there is still room for considerable improvement.

In the sections that follow, only those who completed their applications and
for whom complete 1nformation exists are analyzed,

Applicants Choice of Insitution

The overall growth of more than 33 percent in the number of eligible first-
time applicants between 1980-81 and 1983-84 was not distributed evenly among
the Community Colleges and the four-year segments, as Table 25 shows. Among
the major participants in the program, the Community Colleges experienced
the greatest relative and absolute increase in applicants: 3,956 additional
applicants for an increase of more than 44 percent. Nearly half of this
increase occurred in 1981-82.

Similar, but less dramatic, 1increases occurred at the State Universaty and
the University -- an increase of 1,720 applicants or 25.4 percent at the
State University, and 1,397 or 36.5 percent at the University. Again, the
greatest part of these increases occurred in 1981-82.

Independent institutions, however, 1increased the size of their applicant
pool at a much more modest rate. Their number of new Cal Grant B applicants

TABLE 25 ©Number of Cal Grant B Applicants by Segment,
1980~81 to 1983-84

1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84
Segment Number Number %  Number 4 Number % Number Percent
Community
Colleges 8,895 35.6% 10,750 35.9% 11,693 37.1% 12,851 38.5% +3,956 +44.5%
State
University 6,759 27.0 7,829 26.2 B,308 26 4 B,479 25.4 +1,720 +25.4
University 3,829 15.3 4,809 16 1 5,070 16.1 5,226 15.7 +1,397 +36.5
Independent 4,883 19.5 5,631 18.8 5,367 17.0 5,510 16.5 + 627 +12.8
Proprietary
and Other 645 2.6 915 3.0 1,071 3.4 1,196 3.6 + 551 +85 4
All
Segments 25,011 100.0% 29,934 100.0% 31,509 100.0% 33,346 100.0% +8,335 +33.3%
Source-  CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes.
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increased by 748 in 1981-82, but then dropped by more than 100 over the next
two years. Overall, the independent institutions' pool increased by only
627, or 12.8 percent, over this four-year period.

Proprietary and other private institutions enrolled no more than 3.6 percent
of applicants over these years, but they increased their number of applicants
by almost as much as the i1ndependent institutions -- 551 compared to 627 --
and by 85.4 percent.

As a result of these widely varied growth rates, the segmental distribution
changed in important ways, but the shifts in the Cal Grant B program were
not nearly as dramatic as they were in the Cal Grant A program. Community
College applicants accounted for 35.6 percent of all elagible applicants in
1980-81 and for 38.5 percent in 1983-84. At no time, however, did the
proportion of applicants from these institutions approach 51 percent of the
total -- the proportion of new awards that program regulations require
Community Cocllege students receive In contrast to the substantial increases
in the absolute and relative share of Cal Grant A applicants at the State
University, the number of Cal Grant B applicants increased by 1,720 but 1its
share actually declined from 27.0 percent to 25.4 percent. The University's
share i1ncreased slightly as did that of proprietary and other private insti-
tutions, while independent institutions' applicants declined from 19.5 to
16.5 percent of the total -- a drop of more than 15 percent.

The Dependency Status of Applicants

There was a slight increase i1n the ratio of financially dependent to 1ndependent
applicants during these four vears, although the number of financially
independent applicants increased at a substantially faster rate -- 102.9 to
28.6 percent -- as Table 26 shows Overall, the percentage of independent
students applying to this program has been only about half as large as among
Cal Grant A applicants, in part because eligibility for Cal Grant B awards

1s limited to high school seniors or students who have completed less than

16 unats of college level work.

In the Community Colleges, the number of independent or self-supporting
applicants more than doubled, increasing by 1,321 over 1980-81 levels and by
more than all other segments combined. At proprietary and other private
institutions, the rate of i1ncrease was also substantial, although the numbers
involved were lower. The percentage of independent applicants in these two
segments greatly exceeded those in the four-year institutions and increased
from 10.4 to 17.5 percent and from 9.0 to 12.0 percent of all Community
College and proprietary institution applicants, respectively.

In the State University, the number of independent applicants increased at a
faster rate than dependent applicants, but self-supporting applicants still
accounted for no more than 6 0 percent of total State University applicants.
At both the University and independent institutions, self-supporting appli-
cants 1increased by only 8 and 22, respectively. Moreover, self-supporting
applicants declined from 3.9 to 3.0 percent of all applicants at the Univer-
sity and remained at just 3.4 percent at independent institutions.
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TABLE 26 Dependency Status of Cal Grant B Applicants by Segment,
1980-81 to 1983-84

Change 1980-81

Segment 1980-81  1981-82 1982-83  1983-84 to 1983-84
and Status Number Number Number Number  Number Percent

Community Colleges

Dependent 7,972 9,375 9,986 10,605 +2,633 + 33.0%

Independent 923 1,375 1,707 2,244 41,321 +143 1
State University

Dependent 6,456 7,485 7,879 7,968 +1,512 + 23.4

Independent 303 344 429 511 + 208 + 6B8.6
Unaiversaty

Dependent 3,669 4,682 4,936 5,068 +1,399 + 38.1

Independent 150 127 134 158 + 8 + 5.3
Independent

Dependent 4,719 5,431 5,196 5,324 + 605 + 12.8

Independent 164 200 171 186 + 22 + 13.4

Proprietary amnd
Other Private

Dependent 587 712 934 1,136+ 549 + 93.5

Independent 58 143 137 144 + 86 +148.3
All Segments

Dependent 23,413 27,745 28,931 30,103 +6,690 + 28.6

Independent 1,598 2,189 2,578 3,243 41,645 +102.9

Source: CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes

Family Income of Dependent Applicants

As noted above, more than 80 percent of all Cal Grant B applicants 1n each
segment depend on their parents for financial support, and in the public and
independent four-year institutions this percentage exceeds 94 percent.
Table 27 shows how the family-income distribution of these applicants has
changed over the past four years.

¥While segmental differences in the family-income distribution of these
applicants reflect differences in the family-income distribution of all
their undergraduates and the substantial differences in their cost of attendance,
they also reflect the strong focus of the Cal Grant B program on applicants
with very low incomes from disadvantaged backgrounds. For example, over 90
percent of these applicants 1in the Community Colleges came from families
with incomes of less than 524,000 in 1980-81, as did nearly 84 percent 1in
1983-84. The Community Colleges also had the highest percentage of these
low-i1ncome applicants with family incomes below $12,000. At the more expen-
sive, but still low-priced State University, 83.3 percent of its dependent
applicants came from families with 1ncomes below $24,000 in 1980-81, as d:d
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TABLE 27 Family Income Distribution of Financially Dependent

Segment and

Income in 1980-81 1981-82 1982~
Thousands # % # z L]
Community Colleges

$0-11.999 4,767 59.7% 4,822 51.5% 4,980
12-17.999 1,684 21.1 1,969 21.0 2,136
18-23.999 827 10.4 1,250 13.3 1,282
24-35.999 588 7.4 1,042 11.1 1,167
36-41.999 76 1.0 143 1.5 202
42 and Up 30 0.3 149 1.6 219
State University

$0-11.999 2,802 43.4 2,834 32.6 2,846
12-17.999 1,543 23.9 1,670 223 1,735
18-23.999 1,030 16.0 1,187 15.8 1,225
24-35.999 864 13.4 1,355 18 1 1,413
36-41.999 136 2.1 242 3.2 307
42 and Up 81 1.2 197 2.6 353
University

$0-11.999 1,255 34.2 1,315 28.1 1,239
12-17.999 840 22.9 1,031 22.0 976
18-23.999 662 18.0 783 16 7 838
24-35,999 679 18 5 947 20.3 1,073
36~41.999 152 4.1 287 6.1 333
42 and Up 91 2.5 319 6.8 477
Independent

$0-11.999 1,399 29.7 1,380 25.4 1,152
12-17.999 1,078 22.8 1,126 20.7 1,013
18-23.599 841 17.8 903 16.6 899
24-35,999 99%¢ 21.1 1,271 23 4 1,241
36-41.999 213 4.5 340 6 3 341
42 and Up 189 4.0 411 7.6 550
Proprietary and Other Private

$0-11.999 223 38.0 298 38.6 301
12-17.999 141 24.0 143 18.5 168
18-23.999 93 15.8 109 14.1 148
24-35.999 92 15 7 152 19.6 204
36-41.999 25 4.2 42 5.4 48
42 and Up 13 2.2 28 3.6 65
Source: CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes

Cal Grant B Applicants by Segment,
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72.5 percent 1n 1983-84. At both the higher priced University and independent
institutions, nearly 70 percent came from families with incomes below this

level at the start of the period, but by 1983-84 the percentages declined to
61.8 and 55.6 percent, respectively.

The number of applicants from families with incomes below $12,000 or between
512,000 and 518,000 increased very slowly or modestly at the State Unmiversity
and University, but the most striking changes occurred in the family-income
distribution of dependent applicants at 1ndependent ainstitutions. The
aumber from families with incomes below $24,000 declined by 354. Losses 1in
the "Under $12,000 category exceeded 18 percent, and those 1in the "§$12,000-
$17,999" category were over 8 percent. The only increases were 1n the
family-income categories above $24,000, with those 1n the "$36,000 to $41,999"
and "$42,000 and Up" categories more than doubling. In other words, the
entire 1ncrease 1n the dependent applicant pool at independent institutions
occurred among students whose families had incomes that exceeded the Cal
Grant B program's 1ncome levels for eligibility, often by a substantial
margin. A similar trend occurred among their Cal Grant A applicant pool as
well.

Again, the decline 1n the percentage of dependent applicants from families
with incomes below 524,000 and the marked increase 1in the percentage of
applicants from families with incomes above $36,000 stemmed in part from the
impact of inflation during this period Table 28 shows the income distribu-
tion 1in both 1980-81 and 1983-84 1in terms of 1980 dollars and includes an
index based on the relative size of each income group.

These income patterns appear quite different from those in Table 27. Of
particular note 1s the marked increase in the proportion of applicants at
both ends of the income spectrum and the relative and absolute decline in
the size of the lower-middle and middle-income groups, especially those with
1680-equivalent incomes between 524,000 and 5§35,995. This trend is evident
in every segment, although at Community Colleges the relative size of the
lowest 1ncome category did not 1increase as rapidly as it did in the four-
year 1nstitutions because a larger number and proportion of low-income
students attended the two-year colleges from the very beginning The overall
number of applicants in the $24,000 to $35,999 range dropped by 939. The
relative size of this group was only 50 to 58 percent as large as 1t had
been four years earlier, although all applicants in this and higher income
categories were above the program's permitted income levels at both the
start and end of the period. At the upper-income levels, a marked increase
occurred 1n applicants from families with 1980-equivalent incomes of $36,000
and above 1in 1983-84. More applicants from such families wanted to attend
four-year institutions at both the start and end of thas period, but the
relative size of this group increased most rapidly in the Community Colleges.

The most significant fact about the family-income distribution of Cal Grant
B applicants 1s not apparent from Table 27 or Table 28. Stated simply,
considerably more low-income applicants at four-year institutions apply for
Cal Grant A awards than for Cal Grant B awards. For example, 5,433 State
University dependent applicants from families with incomes below $12,000 1in
1980-81 applied for Cal Grant A awards, but only 2,802 applicants from
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TABLE 28 Family Income Distribution of Financially Dependent
Cal Grant B Applicants by Segment, 1980-81 and 1983-84,
i1n Constant 1980 Dollars

1980~81 1983-84
Segment and Income Number Percent  Number Percent Change Index
Community Colleges
$0-11,999 4,767 59.7 6,646 62.7 +1,879 1065
$12,000-17,999 1,684 21 1 1,989 188 + 305 89
518,000-23,999 827 10.4 1,085 10.2 + 258 98
$24,000-35,999 588 74 459 4,3 - 129 58
$36,000-41,999 76 1.0 239 2.2 + 163 225
$42,000 and Up 30 0.3 186 18 + 156 584
State University
$0-11,000 2,802 43.4 3,750 47.1 + 948 108
$12,000-17,999 1,543 23.9 1,805 22.6 + 262 95
$18,000-23,999 1,030 16.0 1,159 14.5 + 129 91
$24,000-35,999 864 13.4 608 7.6 -~ 256 57
$36,000-41,999 136 2.1 353 4.4  + 217 211
$42,000 and Up 81 1.2 292 37 + 211 305
Unaversity
$0-11,999 1,255 34.2 1,875 37.0 + 620 108
$12,000-17,999 840 22.9 1,116 22.0 + 276 96
$18,000-23,999 662 18.0 821 16,2 + 159 B8
$24,000-35,999 679 18.5 507 10.0 - 172 54
$36,000-41,999 152 4.1 348 6.9 + 196 167
542,000 and Up 21 2.5 401 7.9 + 310 316
Independent
$0-11,999 1,399 29.7 1,691 318 + 292 107
$12,000-17,999 1,078 22 8 1,128 21.2 + 50 93
518,000-23,999 841 17.8 936 176 + 95 99
$24,000-35,999 999 21.1 619 116 - 380 55
$536,000-41,999 213 4.5 451 8.5 + 238 188
$42,000 and Up 189 4.0 509 9.6 + 320 239
Proprietary and Other Private
$0-11,999 223 38.0 492 43.3 + 269 114
$12,600-17,999 141 24 0 239 21.0 + BB B8
$18,000-23,999 93 15.8 175 15.4 + 82 97
$24,000~35,999 92 15.7 90 7.9 - 2 50
$36,000-41,999 25 4.2 77 6.8 + 52 161
842,000 and Up 13 2.2 62 54 + 49 248

Source CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes
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similar families applied for B awards. In 1983-84, the margin was even
greater, with 6,757 low-income Cal Grant A applicants in the State Unaiversity,
compared to 2,852 Cal Grant B applicants in the lowest income range. In the
other four-year segments, a similar pattern prevailed throughout these four
years -- less than half as many low-income dependent students applied for
Cal Grant B awards 1in each segment as applied for Cal Grant A awards.

The eligibility of students already enrolled in college to apply for Cal
Grant A awards does not explain this substantial discrepancy in numbers.
Instead, 1t appears that the absence of tuition and fee coverage for new Cal
Grant B recipients during the first year creates a substantial dasincentive
for those seeking to attend four-year institutions -- despite the provision
between 1980-81 and 1983-84 of $1,100 grants for living costs in the first
and all subsequent years. The original program designers were aware of
this, but incorporated the no-fee provision for the first year to encourage
at least half of the Cal Grant B recipients to attend Community Colleges
initially. However, soon after the program's inception a legal ruling
eliminated the need to continue the no-fee provision when 1t concluded that
51 percent of all new awards must be made to Community College students. As
i1t now stands, only a minority of the lowest-income applicants for State
grant aid apply for assistance from the program designed expressly to serve
them -- the Cal Grant B program.

Income Distribution of Financially Independent Applicants

The income of financially independent or self-supporting applicants includes
both taxable and non-taxable earnings of the applicants themselves and, 1n

the case of married applicants, the earnings of their spouses. Table 29 on

page 65 shows the income distraibution of these applicants for each segment.

The Community Colleges had the largest number of self-supporting applicants
and experienced a greater increase 1n these applicants than all other seg-
ments combined. The State University experienced the next most substantial
increase, with their number more than doubling. The number of self-suppor-
ting applicants from proprietary inst:itutions also more than doubled, but
the overall number from these institutions remained quite small. On the
other hand, the number of self-supporting applicants at the University and
independent institutions barely increased at all.

Overall, the greatest increase in the number of self-supporting applicants
occurred among those with incomes of less than $3,000 per year The only
significant growth in self-supporting applicants with incomes above that
level occurred in the Community Colleges.

High School Grade-Point Distrbution of Applhicants

High school grade-point averages are only one of the criteria used in the

complex Cal Grant B scoring system to allocate new awards Nevertheless,

they remain an important c¢riterion for selection to the program. As Table

30 on page 66 shows, sizable differences exist i1n the grade-point distributicn
of applicants among the segments.
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TABLE 29 Student and Spouse Income of Financially Independent
Cal Grant B Applicants by Segment, 1980-81 to 1983-84

Segment and Change
Income in 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84
Thousands # 4 # 2 # % # 4 # z
Community Celleges
50-2.999 499 54.1% 742 54.0% 1,023 59.9% 1,417 63.1% +918 +184.0%
3-5.999 320 34.7 399 29.0 343 20.1 461 20.5 +141 + 44.1
6-8.999 17 B.3 167 12 1 239 14.0 267 11 9 +190 +246.8
9-11.999 17 1.8 49 3.6 67 3.9 72 32 + 55 +323.5
12 and Up 10 1.1 18 1.3 35 2.0 27 1.2 + 17 +170.0

State University

50-2.999 204 67.3 229 66.6 338 78.8 391 76.5 +187 + 91.7
3-5.999 B4 27.7 76 22 1 59 13.8 88 17.2 + 4 + 4 8
6-8.999 13 4.3 23 6 7 21 4.9 21 4.1 + 8 + 61.5
9-11.999 4] 0.0 10 29 8 1.9 4 0.8 + 4 -

12 and Up 2 0.7 6 1.7 3 0.7 7 154 + 5 +250 0

University

50-2.999 101 67.3 84 661 109 81.3 123 77 8 + 22 21.8
3-5.999 38 25.3 37 29.1 18 13.4 28 17 7 - 10 - 26.3
6-8.999 7 4.7 4 31 6 4.5 5 3.2 - 2 =286
9-11.999 4 2.7 0 0.0 1 0.7 1 06 - 3 ~-75.0

12 and Up 0 0.0 2 1.6 0 0.0 1 0.6 + 1 --

Independent

$0-2.999 106 64.6 121 60.5 104 60.8 114 61 3 + B + 7.5
3-5.999 43 26.2 56 2B.0 3 21.0 44 23 6 + 1 + 2.3
6-8.999 11 6.7 14 7.0 18 10.5 17 9.1 + 6 + 54 5
9-11.999 2 12 4 2.0 5 2.9 5 27 + 3 +150.0

12 and Up 2 1.2 5 2.5 8 4.7 6 3.2 + 4 +200.0

Proporietary and Other Private

$0-2.999 25 43.1 55 38.5 56 40.9 58 40.3 + 33 +132 0
3-5.99¢9 22 37.9 49 34.3 29 21.2 47 32.é + 25 +113.6
6-8.999 5 B 6 20 14.0 30 219 19 13.2 + 14 +280.0
9-11 999 5 8.6 7 4.9 14 10.2 13 90 + B +160.0

12 and Up 1 17 12 B.4 8 5.8 7 4.9 + 6 +600.0

Source CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes

In part, these differences are a clear reflection of the academic selectivity
of each segment. The open-door admissions policy of the Community Colleges

is evident i1n the large percentage of 1ts Cal Grant B applicants with grade-
point averages below 2.5. Nearly half of its applicant's high school grades
fell below this level in 1980-81, and whaile the relative size of this group

declined slightly, their number increased by 1,860 to 6,199 by 1983-84,
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TABLE 30 Grade-Point Distribution of Cal Grant B Applicants by
Segment, 1980-81 to 1983-84

Change

Segment and 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84
Grade Point # z # % # 4 # 4 # .4
Community Colleges

Under 2.5 4,339 48.8% 5,301 49 3% 5,805 49.6% 6,199 48.2% +1,860 42.9%
2.5-2.79 1,505 16.9 1,753 16.3 1,906 16.3 2,125 16.5 + 620 41.2
2.8-2.99 834 9.4 568 9.0 1,001 8.6 1,236 9.6 + 402 48.2
3.0-3.39 1,408 15.9 1,682 15.6 1,819 15.6 1,912 14.9 + 504 35.8
3.4 and Up 809 9.1 1,043 9 7 1,162 10.0 1,299 10.1 + 490 60.6
State University

Under 2.5 1,802 26.7 1,986 25 4 2,040 24.6 2,100 24.8 + 298 16.5
2.5-2.79 1,255 18.6 1,376 17 6 1,485 17.9 1,436 16 9 + 181 14.4
2.8-2.99 812 12.0 976 12.5 1,021 12.3 1,032 12.2 + 220 27.1
3.0-3.39 1,664 24.6 1,997 25.5 2,090 25.2 2,179 25.7 + 515 30.9
3.4 and Up 1,226 18.1 1,495 19.1 1,672 20 1 1,732 20.4 + 506 41.3
University

Under 2.5 241 6.3 283 5.9 258 5.1 330 6.3 + 89 36.9
2.5-2.79 218 5.7 318 6.6 304 60 313 6.0 + 95 43.6
2.8-2.99 284 7.4 339 7.0 341 6.7 364 7.0 + B0 28.2
3.0-3.39 1,110 29.0 1,421 29.5 1,487 29.3 1,457 27.9 + 347 31.3
3.4 and Up 1,976 51.6 2,448 50.9 2,680 52.8 2,762 528 + 786 39.8
Independent

2.5 and Up 713 14.6 933 16.6 937 17.4 997 18.1 + 284 39.8
2.5-2.79 575 11.8 740 13.1 670 12.5 680 12.3 + 105 18.3
2.8-2 99 472 9 7 525 9.3 523 9 7 553 10.0 + 81 17.2
3.0-3.39 1,251 256 1,371 24.3 1,326 24.7 1,309 23.7 + 58 4.6
3.4 and Up 1,882 385 2,062 36.6 1,915 35.7 1,971 35.8 + 89 4.7
Proprietary and Other Private

Under 2.5 264 40.9 435 47.5 519 48.4 671 56.1 + 407 154.2
2 5-2.79 126 19.5 165 18.0 190 17.7 198 1i6.6 + 72 57.1
2.8-2.99 78 12.1 95 10.4 99 9.2 119 9.9 + 41 52.6
3.0-3.39 113 17.3 141 15 4 178 16.6 217 18.1 + 104 92.0
3.4 and Up 64 9.9 79 8.6 85 7.9 75 6.3 + 11 17.2

Source:; CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Files

They experienced even more rapid increases 1n Cal Grant B applicants with
grade point averages of 3.0 or more, but by 1983-84 these applicants still
accounted for one-fourth of the Community Colleges total applicants.
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Proprietary school applicants had a grade-point distribution that was similar
to that of the Community Colleges with large numbers of applicants at the
lower end of the grade-point spectrum. Unlike the Community Colleges which
experienced 1ncreases 1n applicants at both ends of the spectrum, two-thirds
of the 1increase 1n proprietary school applicants came from prospective
students with grades below 2.5.

The State University had approximately one-fourth of its Cal Grant B applai-
cants with grades at the bottom of the grade-point spectrum and about one in
fave at the top, but i1ts greatest growth occurred among applicants who had
at least a 3.0 average.

The i1ndependent institutions had a considerably smaller proportion of their

applicants than the State University with averages below 2.5 and substantially
more with at least a 3.4 average, but between 1980-81 and 1983-84 most of

their modest growth in applicants occurred among those with low grade-point

averages.

Finally, just 6.3 percent of the University's Cal Grant B applicants had
grades below 2.5. More than B0 percent had grade-point averages of 3.0 or
above and more than half had averages of 3.4 or higher. The small number of
applicants with low grades 1s understandable at the University with 1ts high
admissions standards since such applicants could enroll only if granded
special admission status

Overall, a substantial part of the increase in Cal Grant B applicants occur-
red at the lower end of the grade-point spectrum. There were 2,900 more
applicants with grade-point averages below 2.5 by 1983-84 than in 1980-81.
Applicants with such averages secured Cal Grant B awards throughout thas
period, but increased competition for the limited number of new grants made
these applicants less competitive than before. Moreover, their heavy concen-
tration in the Community Colleges had important aimplications for their
future eligibility to transfer eventually to four-year imnstatutions to
complete their baccalaureate.

The number of applicants with grade-point averages above 3 0 increased even
more substantially -- up 1,528 for those with grade averages of 3.0 to 3.39,
and 1,882 for those with averages of 3.4 or above By 1983-84, over 14,900
applicants with averages of 3.0 or better, including 7,839 with averages of
3.4 or more, were competing for only 6,825 new awards. Not all of these
applicants were able to score high on the indicies of disadvantagement,
however, and many others were from families with incomes too high to qualify
regardless of their family size.

The number of applicants at public institutions with averages of 3.0 or
better increased by 3,148, while the number of such applicants at independent
institutions grew by only 147. Further, a large proporticn of independent
institutions' applicants with high averages came from families with incomes
too high to qualify, and an increasing number of those who remained had
grade-point averages that made them less competitive.
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PROGRAM PROVISIONS AFFECTING
THE DISTRIBUTION OF NEW CAL GRANT B AWARDS

Changes 1n the Cal Grant B applicant pool had an impact on the distribution
of new awards among students and segments. Yet at least four program provi-
sions and features had an even more dramatic impact on this distribution:

(1) the assistance only for subsistence costs the first year, (2) the require~
ment that 51 percent of all new awards must go to Community College students,
(3) statutory limits onr the number of new awards, and (4) the elements 1n

the Cal Grant B scoring system for allocating awards. The following para-

graphs examine each of these provisions in turn and evaluate its impact

Assistance Only Toward Subsistence Costs the First Year

Since 1ts inception, the Cal Grant B program's grants for first-year recipients
have helped cover only subsistence costs. As noted earlier, the original
purpose of this provision was to encourage at least half of all Cal Grant B
recipients to attend Community Colleges imitially, but it 1s no longer
required for that purpose. Its major i1mpact now seems to be to discourage
applications from low-income applicants who want to use these awards attend
four-year institutions and to 1ncrease significantly the level of unmet need
of new low-income grant recipients. The impact of this provision on reci-
pients’' unmet need levels will be examined more fully later in this chapter
and 1ts possible effect on renewal rates assessed.

Allocating 51 Percent of New Awards to Community College Students

This program provision was implied in the original legislation creating the
Cal Grant B program and made explicit in a subsequent legal ruling. While
the Community Colleges had more applicants than any other segment and experi-
enced the largest increase 1n applicants by 1983-84, they at no time had
more than 38.5 percent of all Cal Grant B applicants. Yet, these colleges
have always served large numbers of low-income disadvantaged students,
including many from ethnic minorities, and in 1983-84 they had 69.2 percent
of all self-supporting applicants and 48.9 percent of all dependent applicants
from families with incomes below $12,000. While the 51 percent provision
has guaranteed these institutions at least half of all new Cal Grant B
recipients, no evidence was uncovered during this study to suggest that they
received a disproportionate share of these grants, considering the size and
characteristics of their applicant pool,

At the same time, one of the major purposes of the Cal Grant B program has
been to provide needed financial aid to disadvantaged students so they could
attend college and successfully complete at least a baccalaureate degree
The major remaining question about the 51 percent provision 1s what 1ts
impact has been on fulfilling this important program goal. In other words,
how effective have the Community Colleges been 1n preparing their Cal Grant
B recipients and other disadvantaged students for eventual transfer to four-
year institutions®?
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Statutory Limits on the Number of New Awards

As in the Cal Grant A program, the number of first-time awards 1s fixed by
statute. In 1980-81 a special adjustment permitted the distribution of
6,995 awards that year, but i1n subsequent years the number of new awards
returned to the 6,825 permitted in statute. This represents slightly more
than half the number of new grants provided by the Cal Grant A program.

Again, no discussion of the implications of changing any of the other major
pregram provisions would be complete without reference to this limitation on
the number of new awards. The constant number of awards makes the competi-
tion for new awards a "zero-sum game," since the inclusion of newly eligible
groups or the exclusion of once eligible groups results in some applicants
who used to receive awards losing out to other newly eligible applicants.

The most serious problem with the fixed number of new awards, however, 1s
that 1t has forced the program to turn down increasingly large numbers of
low-income applicants with considerable financial need. Further, most of
the needy eligibles in the Cal Grant B program are desperately needy, and
the failure to provide sufficient numbers of new awards almost certainly
means that many of these applicants will not be able to afford to attend
college at all. Because of this great effect on opportunity and access, the
need to increase new awards in the Cal Grant B program deserves the highest
priority.

The Elements 1n the Cal Grant B Scoring System

There are five parts to the complex Cal Grant B scoring system used to
allocate new grants. While all five parts are important 1n determining
applicants’ final scores and their eligibil:ity for a grant, each 1s assigned
a different weight, with the last three parts worth 85 of the 100 possible
total points.

The first of the fire elements involves the level of education attained by
each applicant's parents. The maximum score of 10 1s assigned to those
whose parents have virtually no formal education, and a score of zero ais
receirved 1f the applicants' parents have both completed high school or
attended college.

The second element assigns from zero tc five points, depending on whether or
not the applicant comes from a single-parent home

The third element, worth a maximum of 30 points, comsists of two sets of 19
statements about the applicant's life and goals. The first eight consist of
responses to the phrase, "I want to attend college 1in order:" with such
options as "To follow through with my goals and gain a better perspective on
life,”" "To make my community a better place in which to live," and "To get
more education so that I may earn more money to help my fami:ly." The second
set focuses on how the applicant describes himself or herself, and the
eleven possible responses include such statements as "I come from a famaily
of migratory farm workers," "My family gets help from welfare or social
security,” "I do not speak English at home," "I do well 1in most classes,”
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and "I cannot attend college without financial help " The applicant's score
for this element depends on how many responses are circled. While the
obvious purpose of the statements 1s to try to determine the level of disad-
vantage of each applicant and something about his or her aspirations, the
statements are naturally subjective and somewhat redundant. Unfortunately,
the more precise applicants are in describing their situation, the fewer
responses they will check and the lower their score will be. The subjec-
tiveness of these questions and possible misunderstandings by applicants
suggests that this important part of the scoring system should be carefully
reviewed to determine 1ts appropriateness in measuring disadvantagement and
1te 1nfluence on the distribution of awards.

The fourth part of the scoring system assigns 20 to 35 possible points to
applicants depending on their high school grade-point average., The minimom
score of 20 points 1s awarded 1f the applicant's grades are unreported or
below 2.0, while increasing points are assigned for higher grades up to a
maximum of 35 points. Unlike the Cal Grant A program, where grade-point
cutoffs are used to determine new grant recipients, Cal Grant B applicants
with grades from below 2.0 up to 4.0 receive points in this part of the
scoring system and can still receive awards 1f their scores in other sections
are high enough. The fixed number of new awards, and the marked increase 1n
eligible applicants during recent years, have made the grade~ point averages
of applicants from otherwise similar low-i1ncome, disadvantaged families
relatively more important

The final part of the scoring system 1s a income~family size matrix that
assigns between zero and 20 points to applicants depending upon where they
fall within the matrix. Anyone scoring below four points in this part,
however, 1s considered ineligible to receive an award no matter what they
score on the other four parts. In that sense, 1t operates 1n a manner that
ts somewhat similar to the income ceiling in the Cal Grant A program, although
the income-family size matrix does not establish a single cutoff point.

A closer examination of the income-family size matrix suggests that it
pPlaces too great an emphasis on 1ncome 1in 1ts scoring and not enough weight
on family size. For 1instance, a single self-supporting student with an
income under $5,000 from a household of one receives 18 out of a possible 20
points -- the same score as a dependent student from a family of 14 with an
income of $7,000 to $7,999. Likewise, a dependent or 1independent student
from a family of three with an income of $10,000 to $10,999 receives 9 out
of 20 possible points -- the same score as one from a family of 14 with an
income of $13,500 to $14,999. Finally, applicants from a family of six with
an income of just $20,500 would score less than the minimum required four
points and so do applicants from families of 11 or more when their 1incomes
exceed 522,500 These comparisons are not made to suggest that anyone
currently receiving a Cal Grant B award cannot demonstrate significant
financial need as well as other evidence of disadvantagement or that any
grants are going to applicants who do not desperately need them if they are
to attend college. Our review of the income-family size matrix, however,
does suggest that sizable numbers of similarly needy, disadvantaged applicants
are being turned down because their incomes exceed an arbitrary level on a
matrix that does not adequately reflect the financial circumstances of
applicants from large families
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DISTRIBUTION AND CHARACTERISTICS OF NEW CAL GRANT B RECIPIENTS

As a result of the fixed number of first-time Cal Grant B awards and the
increased competition for them, there have been some important shifts in the
distribution and characteristics of new recipients.

Number of New Recipients

Table 31 on page 72 summarizes the shifts that have occurred in the segmental
distribution of new award winners since 1980-81. In that year, 3,579 recipients
attended Community Colleges, 1,790 entered the State University, 927 went to
the University, 627 enrclled at independent institutions, and 77 attended
proprietary institutions. Beginning in 1981-82, however, the number of new
awards was reduced from 6,995 to its traditional 6,825 and remained at that
level for the next two years. Between 1980-81 and 1983-84, the number of
nev recipirents at Community Colleges increased by 92 to 3,671; the number at
the State University declined by 45 to 1,745; those at the University and at
proprietary institutions increased very slightly; and the number at independent
institutions dropped by 160, or by nearly 26 percent, to 367. The 51-percent
provision that guarantees Community Colleges more than half of all new
awards left them largly unaffected by changes in the number of Cal Grant B
applicants or the program's other provisions. The four-year institutions
were not so fortunate, and independent imstitutions were the most adversely
affected.

The Dependency Status of New Recipients

Table 32 on page 72 shows the marked shift that has occurred in the number
of financially independent or self-supporting students receiving new Cal
Grant B awards. The increase in independent recipients 1s similar to, but
more substantial than, the increase in such applicants. A similar trend was
evident 1n the Cal Grant A program, but in the Cal Grant B program the
greater success of independent or self-supporting applicants apparently
stemmed from features of the family income-family s1ze matrix scoring system
and the large number with extremely low personal incomes. As noted earlier,
that matrix weights income much more heavily than family size, so independent
students are treated generously by the scoring system. Overall, there was a
decrease of 803 dependent recipients and an increase of 626 i1ndependent or
self-supporting recipients 1n these four years.

Income Level of New Recipients

Table 33 on page 74 shows that major shifts have occurred in the income
distribution of dependent Cal Grant B recipients since 1980-81. The most
significant was a decline of 844 recipients from families with incomes below
$12,000. Unlike the Cal Grant A program, where the drop 1n low-1ncome
recipients occurred only at independent institutions, the losses among
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TABLE 31 Number of New Cal Grant B Recipients by Segment,

1980-81 to 1983-84

1980-81 1981-82 1982-83
Segment Number Number Number
Community
Colleges 3,579 3,604 3,570
State
University 1,790 1,595 1,792
University 927 870 892
Independent 627 630 461
Proprietary
and Other 77 126 110
All Segments 6,995 6,825 6,825

Source: Enclosure I-1, CSAC Agenda, October 1983

TABLE 32 Number of First-Time Cal Grant B Recipients by

Segment and Dependency Status,

Segment 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83
and Status Number Number Number

Community College

Dependent 3,049 2,863 2,728
Independent 530 741 B42

State University

Dependent 1,612 1,410 1,538

Independent 178 185 254
University

Dependent 842 804 810

Independent 85 66 B2
Independent

Dependent 562 547 403

Independent 65 83 58

Proprietary and Other Private

Dependent 61 89 83
Independeat 16 37 27

Source: CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes.
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Change
1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84
Number Number Percent
3,671 + 92 + 25.7%
1,745 - 45 - 2.5
939 + 12 + 1.3
367 - 160 - 25.5
103 + 26 + 33.8
6,825 - 170 - 2.4
1980-81 to 1983-84
Change
1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84
Number Number Percent
2,643 - 406 - 13.3%
1,028  + 498 + 94.0
1,452 - 160 - 9.9
293 + 115 + 64.6
841 - 1 - 0.1
98 + 13 + 15
320 - 242 - 43.1
47 - 18 - 27 7
69 + 8 + 13.1
34 + 18 +112.5



dependent low-income Cal Grant B recipients occurred 1n every segment and
stemmed from more self- supporting applicants receiving new awards, not from
an increase 1in dependent recipients from higher income families.

The substantial decline in the number of dependent low-income recipients 1in
the Cal Grant B program and the shift toward more independent or self-sup-
porting recipients is a source of concern. While everyone who receives a
new grant under this program would be unlikely to able to attend college
without financial assistance, the increasing number of low-income dependent
applicants who are being turned away without grants so directly affects

access to postsecondary education and educational opportunity in California
that steps will need to be taken to remedy the situation.

Grade-Point Distribution of New Recipients

The heightened competition for new Cal Grant B awards led to 1ncreases in
the grade-point averages among successful applicants, but unlike the Cal
Grant A program there are no grade-point cutoffs in the B program, and
because of the complex scoring system the applicants with averages from the
very lowest to the highest can and do still receive new Cal Grant B awards.
Nevertheless, as Table 34 on page 75 shows, there have been major declines
in the number of new recipients with low grade-point averages, particularly
among those with averages below 2 5. In the Commun:ity Colleges, for example,
466 fewer new awards went to applicants with grade-point averages below 2.5,
as did 197 fewer in the State University, 18 in the University, and 39 at
independent i1nstitutions. The greatest increases in new recipients occurred
among those with grade-point averages of 3.0 and above, except at indepen-
dent colleges where there were fewer new reciplents 1n every single grade-
point category by 1983-84.

Most of the decline in Black, Chicano, and white recipients in the Community
Colleges -- and of Black and white recipients at the State University --
involved those whose grade-point averages ranked them near the bottom of the
scale of prior academic achievement, but the use of grade-point averages 1n
the scoring system was not the only factor behind the ethnic shifts that
occurred. The large number of new Cal Grant B recipients in the Community
Colleges and State University with grade averages below 2.5 indicate that
low grades by themselves were i1nsufficient to disqualify an otherwise eligible
applicant. Moreover, there were very minor changes 1n the University's
grade-point distribution during these four years, and yet the number of 1its
Asian and Hispanic recipients increased markedly, while Black and white
recipients declined.
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TABLE 33 Income Distribution of Dependent Cal Grant B Recipients
by Segment, 1980-81 TO 1983-84

Change
Segment and 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84
Income Level Number Number Number Number  Number Percent
Community Colleges
Under $12,000 2,806 2,614 2,426 2,399 - 407 - 14.5%
512,000-17,999 243 235 279 220 - 23 - 9.5
$18,000-23,999 0 14 23 22+ 22 -
$24,000 and Up 0 0 a 2+ 2 --
Total Dependent 3,049 2,863 2,728 2,643 - 406 - 133
Independent 530 741 B42 1,028 + 498 + 94.0
State University
Under $12,000 1,434 1,236 1,328 1,234 - 200 - 13.9
$12,000-17,999 178 166 204 196 + 18 + 10.1
$18,000-23,999 0 8 6 21 + 21 --
$24,000 and Up 0 0 0 1+ 1 --
Total Dependent 1,612 1,410 1,538 1,452 - 160 - 13.9
Independent 178 185 254 293  + 115 + 64.6
University
Under $12,000 712 662 645 687 - 25 - 35
$12,000-17,999 130 140 148 141 + 11 + 8.5
$18,000-23,999 0 1 16 13+ 13 --
$24,000 and Up 0 0 1 0 0 0.0
Total Dependent 842 804 810 841 - 1 - 0.1
Independent 85 66 82 98 + 13 + 15.3
Independent
Under $12,000 483 462 334 263 - 220 - 45.5
$12,000-17,999 79 84 67 49 - 30 - 38.0
$18,000-23,999 0 1 2 g8 + 8 -
524,000 and Up 0 0 0 0 0 00
Total Dependent 562 547 403 320 - 242 - 43.1
Independent 65 83 58 47 - 18 - 277
Proprietary and Other Private
Under 512,000 58 86 17 61+ 3 + 52
$12,000-17,999 3 4 5 8§ + 3 +166.7
§18,000-23,999 0 0 1 0 0 00
$24,000 and Up ) 0 0 0 0 00
Total Dependent 61 89 83 69 + 8 + 13 1
Independent 16 37 27 34 4+ 18 +112.5

Source: CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes
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TABLE 34 Grade-Point Distribution of New Cal Grant B Recipients
by Segment, 1980-81 to 1983-84

Change
Segment and 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84
Grade Point Number Number Number Number Number
Community Colleges
Under 2 5 1,644 1,472 1,285 1,178 - 466
2.50-2.79 641 593 627 639 - 2
2.80-2.99 361 396 366 429 + 69
3.00-3.39 606 707 790 821 + 215
3.40 and Up 328 436 512 604 + 276
State University
Under 2.50 409 300 292 212 - 197
2.50-2.79 327 262 265 241 - 86
2.80-2.99 229 206 218 201 - 28
3.00-3.39 457 468 520 552 + 95
3.40 and Up 368 359 497 539 + 171
University
Under 2.50 46 38 23 28 - 18
2.50-2.79 54 47 45 42 - 12
2.80-2.99 73 62 55 61 - 12
3.00-3.39 265 261 276 271 + 6
3.40 and Up 489 462 493 537 + 48
Independent
Under 2.50 89 B3 69 50 - 39
2 50-2 79 85 33 61 42 - 43
2_80-2.99 64 71 44 43 - 21
3 00-3 39 169 189 133 108 - 61
3 40 and Up 220 204 154 124 - 9
Propraetary and COther Praivate
Undexr 2.50 37 53 43 49 + 12
2.50-2 79 16 25 25 14 - 2
2.80-2 99 10 9 11 13 + 3
3.00-3.39 10 25 16 22 + 12
3.40 and Up 4 14 15 5 + 1

Source: CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes

75~



Ethme Composition of New Recipients

The primary purpose of the Cal Grant B program 1s to assist low-income

disadvantaged students attend the college or unmiversity of their choace.
Throughout the program's history, it has provided grant assistance to many
ethnic minority students, yet the ethnic composition of new Cal Grant B

reciptents has shifted significantly 1n recent years. As Table 35 shows,
substantially fewer Black and white students and considerably more Asian
students have received new Cal Grant B awards, particularly in the public
two- and four-year institutions.

The University has always enrolled a higher percentage of Asian students
than any of the other segments Even 1n 1980-81, 1t had more than twice as
high a proportion of them among 1ts Cal Grant B recipients as any other
segment -- 26.7 percent, compared to 8.2 percent in the Community Colleges,
13.0 percent at the State University, and 11.2 percent at independent institu-
tions. " By 1983-84, the percentage of Asian reciplents at the University
increased to 38.1 percent, and they accounted for 36.4 percent of all new
Cal Grant B recipients in the Community Colleges and 34.2 percent in the
State University At independent institutions, however, the proportion of
Asian recipients increased only slightly, and they have never compraised a
sizable proportion of recipients at proprietary institutions.

The number of Black first-time Cal Grant B recipients dropped sharply in all
three public segments -- plunging at the Community Colleges from 1,154 1n
1980-81 to 526 in 1983-84 and dropping by 486 among the State University,
the University, and independent institutions. At the same time, their
percentage of new awards dropped substantially -- from 26.2 to 13 0 percent
in the Community Colleges, from 30.4 to 15.7 percent in the State University,
from 21.5 to 14.0 percent in the University, and from 27.6 to 20.6 at indepen-
dent institutions.

Low-income whites experienced the next most sizable loss of new awards in
the Cal Grant B program. In 1980-81, they accounted for between 16 and 24
percent of all new recipients, but both their number and proportions dropped
over the next three years. Their number declined from 703 to 475 1n the
Community Colleges, from 330 to 213 in the State University, from 214 to 136
at the University, and from 182 to 97 in independent instatutions.

On the other hand, both the number and proportion of new Hispanic Cal Grant
B recipients remained fairly steady 1in every segment except in the Community
Colleges and independent institutions, where they declined from 1,825 to
1,144 and from 199 to 97, respectively.

The reasons for this prenounced shift in the ethnic compositicn of new Cal
Grant B recipients can not be fully analyzed at this time because of limta-
tions 1n the data -- notably the large number of new applicants whose ethnicaty
1s unknown. Nevertheless, several factors appear to be partly responsible.
First, the 1increased competition for new awards stemming from the increase
1n applicants and the drop in the number of new awards has made every element
in the Cal Grant B scoring system more important, including the four indicies
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TABLE 35 Number of New Cal Grant B Recipients by Ethnicity and

Segment, 1980-81 and 1983-84
Change
Segment 1980-81 1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-34
and Ethnicity  Number Percent  Number Percent Number
Community Colleges
Blacks 1,154 26.2% 526 13.0% - 628
Hispanaic 1,825 41.5 1,144 28.3 - 681
Filipino 56 1.3 32 0.8 - 24
Asian 359 8.2 1,472 36 4 +1,113
Am. Indian 24 0.5 29 0.7 + 5
White 703 16.0 475 10 4 - 228
Other 237 5.4 88 2.2 - 149
Unknown 43 1.0 275 6.8 + 233
State University
Black 599 30.4 290 15 7 - 309
Hispanic 604 30 7 571 30.9 - 33
Filipino 28 1.4 13 0.7 - 15
Asian 255 13.0 633 34.2 + 378
Am. Indian 20 1.0 10 0.5 - 10
White 330 16.8 213 11 5 - 117
Other 115 5.8 46 2.5 - 69
Unknown 16 0.8 73 3.9 + 57
University
Black 215 21.5 143 14 0 - 72
Hispanic 212 21.3 269 26.4 + 57
Filipino 16 1.6 15 15 - 1
Asian 265 26.7 388 38.1 + 123
Am. Indian 7 0.7 8 0.8 + 1
White 214 21.6 136 13.4 - 78
Other 60 6.0 20 2.0 - 40
Unknown 4 0 4 39 3.8 + 35
Independent
Black 202 27.6 97 20.6 - 105
Hispanic 199 27.1 165 35.0 - 34
Filipino 8 1.1 3 0.6 - 5
Asian 83 11.3 66 14 0 - 17
Am. Tandian 5 0.5 3 0.6 - 2
White 182 24.1 97 20.6 - 85
Other 49 6.3 17 3.6 - 32
Unknown 5 0.7 23 49 + 18
Proprietary and Other Private
Black 36 8.7 29 25 0 - 7
Hispanic 24 25.8 40 34 5 + 16
Filipino 0 0.0 1 09 + 1
Asian 4 4.3 7 6.0 + 3
Am. Indian 1 1.1 1 0.9 0
White 21 22.6 26 22 4 + 4
Other 6 6.4 7 6.0 + 1
Unknown 1 1.1 5 4.3 + 4
Source: CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes
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of disadvantagement used in the scoring system ~-- family size, parents'
education, single family households, and income. Among Cal Grant B applicants,
no one ethnic group appears to score consistently better than any other on
these 1ndicies, since almost all applicants come from impoverished families
where parents often have little formal education But the apparent advantage
that single self-supporting applicants with very low 1incomes have 1in the
program's scoring system over dependent applicants from large families with
slightly higher, but still low, incomes may be partly responsible for these
changes. Second, questions about the life goals and objectives of applicants
and their grade-point averages appear to take on added significance 1in
allocating the limited number of new awards. Although the data do not
permit a full analysis for systematic differences among ethnic groups in
their life goals and objectives, Asian applicants appear to be outscoring
both Black and white applicants in the grade-point competition.

CAL GRANT B RECIPIENTS, PELL GRANTS, AND REMAINING NEED

In provading a limited number of extremely needy, disadvantaged undergraduates
with assistance in meeting subsistence costs for up to four vears and with

tuition and fee aid after the first year, the Cal Grant B program was designed
to complement and supplement federal financial aid programs, especially the

Pell Grant program, which focuses on similar types of students Consequently,
the following assessment of program effectiveness includes an examination of
{1) the degree to which its awards cover recipients' tuition and required

fees after the first year, (2) 1its interaction with the federal Pell Grant

program, and (3) the extent to which these two sources of grant aid meet the
financial needs of Cal Grant B recipients

Coverage of Tuition and Fees

Originally, Cal Grant B awards covered 51,100 of noninstructional or laiving
costs and, after the first year, either tuition and required fees, unmet
need, or a specified maximum amount, whichever was less. The $1,100 subsis-
tence portion of the grant did not increase between 1980-81 and 1983-84, and
the tuition and fee portion for renewal recipients has failed since 1981-82
to keep pace with rapidly rising tuition and fee levels at both public and
independent institutions. If anything, adjustments to reflect higher tuitien
and fee costs or 1nflation 1in the Cal Grant B program have occurred more
slowly than in the Cal Grant A program, but the declining level of coverage
shown in Table 19 on page 44 adequately describes the deterioration that has
occurred in Cal Grant B awards as well.

Pell Grants and Cal Grants

The restrictions in federal Pell Grant elagibility after 1982-83, which had
such i1mportant effects on Cal Grant A recipients' eligibility for these
awards, did not have a major effect of Cal Grant B recipients. Both the
Pell Grant and Cal Grant B programs target their grant aid to financially
needy students with incomes below $20,000, so there 1s considerable overlap
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in program eligibility even though that eligibility i1s determined by entirely
different methods. In 1980-81, between 95 and 98 percent of all new Cal
Grant B recipients also received Pell Grants, depending on the segment, as
did between 96 and 98, percent in 1983-84.

Costs, Contributions, Grant Levels, and Remaining Need

As everyone knows, the costs of attending college have i1ncreased substantially
during the past four years. In 1980-81, the average cost of attendance for
dependent Cal Grant B recipients (including tuition and fees and the expenses
of room, board, books, supplies, and other 1tems) was approximately $3,600

at a Community College, $3,800 at a State University, $4,400 at the University,
$8,100 at independent institutions, and $6,500 at proprietary institutions.

By 1983-84, this cost remained $3,600 at a Community College but had climbed
to $4,700 at a State University, $6,100 at the University, $10,600 at independent
institutions, and $8,500 at proprietary institutions.

Cal Grant B recipients come from families with such low incomes that the
need-analysis system judges most of them unable to contribute financially
toward they children's college costs. In 1980-81, for example, the typical
expected parental contribution for new recipients in all segments was less
than $150, and 1t did not increase appreciably over the next four years.

At both the beginning and end of this period, almost all Cal Grant B recipi-
ents received Pell Grants, and most received close to the maximum amount
allowable under the program for students attending institutions with costs
like theirs For instance, the typical Cal Grant B recipient in 1980-81
received a $770 Pell Grant at a Community College, $962 at a State Universaty,
$1,331 at the University, §1,500 at independent institutions, and 51,450 at
proprietary institutions. These amounts increased 1n the four-year institu-
tions by 1983-84, partially offsetting rising tuition and fees. The average
Pell Grant was §$1,158 for new Cal Grant B recipients at the State University,
$1,505 at the University, $1,560 at independent institutions, and $1,576 at
proprietary institutions. However, none of these increases offset a signi-
ficant portion of the rising college costs faced by these needy students.

The ability of the Cal Grant B program itself to offset rising costs was
limited for two reasons: First, there was no increase in the subsistence
portion of the grant in this period, so that it covered a fixed, but shrinking
portion of recipients' rising costs. Second, first-year students received
no fee coverage, and renewal recipients has only a limited portion of increased
tuition and fee costs covered by their grant

The net result was a pattern of sharp increases in tuition and fees and
other college costs, virtually no increase in parent and student contribu-
tions, very little improvement 1n grant support from either Cal Grant B or
Pell Grant programs, and a substantial increase in remaining need -- the
amount left to pay through institutional aid funds, term-time employment, or
borrowing. Unlike the Cal Grant A program, the level of remaining need did
not vary significantly with the recipients' family income, although self-
supporting recipients typically had higher levels of remaining need than did
dependent recipients. This pattern occured in all four segments and reflects
the fact that Cal Grant B recipients' families have such limited 1incomes
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that they are unable to contribute much toward financing their childrens'
education and that most recipients already receive close to the maximum
level Pell Grant and Cal Grant permitted at their institutions.

In the State Unaiversity, the average new Cal Grant B recipient had a remain-
ing need of §1,100 ain 1980-81, while the average renewal recipient had a
remaining need of $940, since $160 of required fees were covered by the
grant after the first year. Four years later, this remaining need had more
than doubled te $2,175 for first-year recipients and $1,960 for renewal
recipients.

At the University, the average remaining need of new recipients increased
from 51,310 1n 1980-81 to $2,860 in 1983-84, and for renewal recipients rose
from $895 to 52,184,

Nowhere were the results of the failure of family income, Cal Grants, and
Pell grants to keep pace with rising college costs more evident than among
Cal Grant B recipients at independent institutions. In 1980-81, the average
remaining need of a new dependent recipient at such an institution was
34,800, but 1t jumped to $7,460 in 1983-84. At these same 1nstitutions, the
average remaining need of a dependent renewal recipient grew from $1,785 to
$4,120. While a Guaranteed Student Loan could have provided the funds to
cover the remaining need of renewal recipients at the start of this period,
1f not for new recipients, 1t could not do so by 1983-84. Unless institutional
grant funds were sufficient to make up sizable portions of these impoverished
recipients’' remaining financial need, all of them would likely have an
aggregate indebtedness of at least $10,000 by the time they graduated.

The substantial differences in remaining need levels between new and renewal
Cal Grant B recipients i1n all segments, but particularly at the University
and at 1independent institutions, raise fundamental questions about the
equity and advisability of confronting extremely low~income, first-year
recipients in the four-year institutions with higher unmet need their initial
year than they are likely to experience 1n subsequent years. These students
face substantial perscnal and financial obstacles to securing a college
education that the no-fee provieion only compounds. If their institution
can make up the difference between new and renewal award levels as well as
cover some of the substantial remaining need with their own grant funds,
then the new Cal Grant B recipient may well persist. However, as we shall
see later in this report, first-year renewal rates, especially at higher
priced four-year institutions, raise doubts about the success and wisdom of
failing to cover fees during the first year in this program

Other Sources of Financial Aid

At this taime, no one knows how current Cal Grant B recipients tend te meet
the substntial and growing levels of remaining need they face 1f they want
to attend college. Amcng these recipients from very low-income families,
institutional grant funds, federal campus-based grants like Supplemental
Economic Opportnnity Grants, programs like College Work-Study, and Guaranteed
Student Loans probably make up the difference between their college costs
and family contributions, Cal Grant B awards, and Pell grants, but for
first-year recipients the packaging process in no doubt complex. Moreover,
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the failure of the State to expand 1ts programs at the same time that college
costs were rising rapidly and federal aid was being cut back forced both
public and i1ndependent institutions to rely more heavily on institutional
grant aid to assist financ:ially needy students. Further, for many of the
same reasons outlined on pages 46-48 of this report, this response to i1nsuffi-
cient State and federal grant aid has important limitations and i1s unlikly
to prove a permanent solution.

RENEWAL OF CAL GRANT B AWARDS

Recipients of new Cal Grant B awards are eligible to renew their awards for
three additional years, and those starting their higher education at Community
Colleges can transfer to four-year imstitutions with their grant continuing

to help with their subsistence costs as well as some of their higher tuition
or fees. To be eligible to renew their grants, they must continue to demonstrate
financial need and meet their i1nstitution's standards of satisfactory academic
progress or the academic standards of the institution to which they seek to
transfer.

As Table 36 on page 82 shows, only the Community Colleges and the proprietary
institutions experienced 1increases 1n the number of renewal recipients
between 1980-81 and 1983-84, despite the fact that most of these increases
were at two-year institutions, where the rising number of new Cal Grant B
recipients were eligible to renew for just one additional year. All the
four-year institutions experienced losses 1n the number of renewal recipients
that were greater than could be explained by prior years' changes in the
number of new recipients. In the case of the State University, there was a
slight decline of 45 new recipients but a drop of 406 renewal recipients.
In the University, first-time recipients increased by just 12, while renewal
recipients declined by 446.

As was so often the case, independent institutions experienced the greatest
decline, with the loss of 160 new Cal Grant B recipients and 512 renewal
recipients. With fewer renewal recipients by 1983-84 than four years earlier,
the losses at independent institutions and those at public four-year insti-
tutions i1nvolved more than simply a drop in the number of potential renewal
recipients: They suggest that there are not large numbers of Cal Grant B
recipients transferring from the Community Colleges to these institutions.

Table 37 on page 82 shows the different factors that have afifected overall
Cal Grant B renewal rates during the past four years and includes Cal Grant
B recipients who withdrew during the academic year as well as those who
graduated. The overall renewal rate has remained remarkably steady during
this period, but the data show that the number of recipients who withdraw
from school during the year doubled between 1980-81 and 1981-82 and remained
at the higher drop-out level for the next two years. Roughly one out of
every ten recipients decided not to apply tc renew their grants, 2.4 to 3.6
percent did not follow through on their plans and actually enroll, and
another 1 1 to 1.6 percent withdrew before completing the renewal process
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TABLE 36 Number of Cal Grant B Renewal Recipients by Segment,
I980-81 to 1983-84

Change

1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84
Segment Number Number Number Number  Number Percent
Community
College 4,269 4,764 5,136 4,993 + 724 + 17.0%
State
University 5,162 4,733 4,593 4,756 -~ 406 - 79
Universaity 2,B70 2,517 2,466 2,424 - 446 - 15.5
Independent 1,615 1,378 1,282 1,103 -~ 512 - 31.7
Proprietary 144 138 174 176 + 22 + 15.3

Source: CSAC Research, October 1983 Agenda

TABLE 37 Cal Grant B Renewal and Loss Rates, 1980-81 to 1983-84

Item 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84

¥ 3 # % # 3 # £
Renewed 14,420 71.8% 13,530 63.2 13,651 67.1 13,452 66.3
Graduated 1,549 7.7 1,642 1.7 1,578 77 1,626 8.0
Academically
Ineligible 87 0 4 93 0.4 46 0.2 55 0.2
Lack of
Financial Need 241 1.2 286 1.3 176 0.9 256 13
Self Withdrawal 212 11 288 1.3 320 1.6 278 14
Did Not Reapply 1,989 9 9 2,509 11.8 2,143 10.5 1,733 8 6
Withdrawn
During Year 1,080 5.4 2,417 11.3 1,653 8.1 2,122 105
Failed to Pick
Up Checks 488 2 4 501 2.3 735 36 698 34
Other 11 0.1 149 07 53 0.3 57 03
Total 20,077 100.0% 21,415 100.0% 20,355 100.0% 20,277 100.0%

Source: CSAC Research, October 1983 Agenda, I-1
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Very few Cal Grant B renewal applicants were actually disqualified for
failure to make satisfactory academic progress, although an unknown number
of those who withdrew during the wyear or did not reapply may have
experienced academic problems.

Despite the gemeral stability in the renewal rates after 1980-81 and apparent
consistency in the relative importance of most factors leading to non-renewal
overall, the declining number of renewal recipients at four-year institutions
deserves further scrutiny. To explore the question, Commission staff tracked
new Cal Grant B winners in 1980-81 over the next three years to see how many
renewed their awards and examine the net changes 1n renewal rates from
segment to segment. Table 38 below shows the results for all segments
except the proprietary institutions, which had few recipients i1n 1980-81.

Considering the circumstances of so most new Cal Grant B recipients and the
poor academic preparation of many, their overall persistence rates the first
year were impressive. They compared quite favorably, for instance, to the
first-year persistence rate of approximately 70 percent reported by the
State University several years ago and were markedly better than the persis-
tence rate of special admittance students at the same time (California State
University, 19792, pp. 3, 11).

The Community Colleges had the lowest first-year renewal rate of any of the
segments, but this result was not surprising considering that nearly half of
their Cal Grant B recipients in 1980-81 entered with grade-~point averages of
less than 2.5, and nearly 16 percent entered with less than 2.0.

The persistence rates during the first year at the State University and the
University were exceptionally high -- 76.6 and 88.2 percent, respectively --
and suggest that in addition to financial aid, their Cal Grant B recipients
received other needed support services  These rates also suggest that the
failure to cover fees during the first year at the State University was oot
as critical i1n the early years of this period when fees were low than 1t may

TABLE 38 Persistence Rates Among New 1980-81 Cal Grant B
Recipients by Segment, 1980-81 to 1983-84

1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
Segment Number % Number % Number % Number %
Community
Colleges 3,579 100.0% 2,174 60.7% 1,082 30 2% 424 11.8%
State
University 1,790 100.0 1,372 76.6 1,218 68.0 1,232  68.8
University 927 100.0 818 88.2 729 78.6 671 72.4
Independent 627 100.0 407 64.9 338 53.9 319 50.8

Source: CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes
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be now that its fees have nearly tripled Likewise, they suggests that the
failure to cover fees 1s being fully offset for University students from the
University's own student-funded financial aid,

The first-year renewal rate of nearly 65 percent at independent institutions,
while quite good, 1s considerably lower than at the public four-year institu-
tions. For their Cal Grant B recipients, the failure to cover fees the
first year means a difference of $3,400 in grant support that may be more
difficult for the institutions themselves to provide. While the relatively
high persistence rate suggests that many of these schools are managing to do
so, the failure of the Cal Grant B program to cover turtion and fees the
first year may represent a genuine hardship for some recipients and adversely
affect their ability to continue with their educations

Without being able to link individual recipient's records from one year to
the next, it 1s impossible to speak with assurance about two critical persis-
tence 1ssues 1n the second and third years. In both of the public four-year
institutions, the number of Cal Grant B recipients enrolled was B9 percent
of the total number of new recipients they enrolled in 1980-81, and the
figure for the independent 1institutions was 83 percent. However, those
enrolled in 1982-83 may not have been the same individuals, because others
transferred into these segments from the Community Colleges. The slight
increase in recipients at the State University between 1982-83 and 1983-84
clearly suggests that some students were transferring there from the Commu-
nity Colleges with Cal Grant B awards, as does the sharp drop in the number
of Cal Grant B recipients remaining enrolled i1n the Community Colleges 1in
both 1982-83 and 1983-84. Unfortunately,the exact number of Cal Grant B
recipients who begin their collegiate education in a Community College and
then successfully transfer to a four-year institution is not known. Since
they were not required to convert their awards when they transferred, as
Community College reserve winners under the Cal Grant A program had to do,
they cannot be traced
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FOUR
CAL GRANT C APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS

The Cal Grant C program, established in 1973-74 as the Occupational Training
Grant Program, provides grant assistance for vocational training to students
from low- and middle-income families. To be eligible, applicants must be

enrclled in a vocational program of from four months' to two yvears' duration
at a Community College, independent institution, postsecondary vocational-
technical school, or 1n a thre-year hospital-based registered nursing program.
The Cal Grant C program 1s aimed specifically at vocationally rather than

academically oriented students and i1s designed to provide training for them

in manpower short areas.

The Cal Grant C program has not expanded significantly since 1ts inception
The 1,054 new grants authorized im 1975~76 were increased to 1,337 the
following year but have not been increased since. The manpower shortage
areas were defined by the Student Aid Commission in 1974~75 and have remained
essentially unchanged since then. Both the $2,000 maximum tuition grant and
the $500 grant for training-related costs have never been adjusted for
inflation. And total program funding increased from $1.31 million i1n 1975-76
to a high of $3.29 million 1in 1979-80, before declining to $2.89 million by
1983-84

APPLICATION PATTERNS AND CHARACTERISTICS OF APPLICANTS

As 1n the other two major State grant programs, the total number of applacants
for first-tuime Cal Grant C awards increased dramatically from 14,934 in
1980-81 to 21,972 1n 1983-84 While the biggest jump in applicants occurred
between 1980-81 and 1981-82, the number of applicants continued to increase
through 1983-84 rather than level off.

Moreover, as in the Cal Grant B program, substantial numbers of people who
began the Cal Grant C application process failed to complete their applica-
tions In all, only 8,776 or 58.8 percent of the 14,934 people who began
the process 1in 1980-81 completed 1t, and 13,988 or 63.7 percent of the
21,972 who started in 1983-84 did so. It 1s the characteristics of these
completers that are analyzed in the sections that follow.

Applicants' Choice of Institution

The overall growth of more than 59 4 percent in the number of eligible
first-time applicants between 1980-81 and 1983-84 was not even, as Table 39
on page 86 shows. Among the major segmentsl participants in the program,
the Community Colleges had the greatest increase: 3,672 additional applicants
for an i1ncrease of 67.0 percent. Proprietary and other private institutions,
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TABLE 39 Number of Cal Grant C Applicants by Segment,
1980-81 to 1983-84

Change
1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84
Segment Number % Number % Number % Number % Number Percent

Community
Colleges 5,489 62.2% 7,973 67.9% 8,827 68 6% 9,167 65.7% +3,678 +67.0%

Independent 796 9.0 1,047 8.9 1,014 7.4 1,040 7.4 + 244 +30 6

Proprietary and
and Private 2,540 28.8 2,721 23.2 3,020 23.5 3,745 26.8  +1,205 +47.4

All
Segments 8,776 100.0 11,741 100 0 12,861 100.0 13,988 100 O +5,212 +59 4

Source: CSAC Appliant/Recipient Data Tapes

including hospitals offering registered nurse-training programs, increased
by 1,205 applicants or by 47.4 percent Finally, the applicant pool at
participating independent institutions increased by only 244 applicants for
a more modest growth rate of 30.6 percent.

Academic Level of Applicants

Unlike the Cal Grant A program, where most applicants are either high school
seniors or students already enrolled in college, or the Cal Grant B program,
whose applicants were either high school seniors or others who had not vet
begun their postsecondary educations, the Cal Grant C program attracted an
older and more diverse group of applicants. While 34.7 percent of 1its
recipients were 18 or 19 year olds, another 18.5 percent were in their late
20s, and 21.4 percent were at least 30 years of age.

The varied ages and educational backgrounds of Cal Grant C applicants are
reflected 1n their educational levels, as Table 40 shows. In 1980-81, 72.9
percent had no postsecondary education or training and were seeking grants
for their first year of vocational training At least half of this group
were probably high school seniors, while the others were older individuals
seeking vocational training or retraining after having worked for a number
of yvears. The other 27.1 percent were already enrolled i1n their training
program or had completed some college work elsewhere 1n an academic program.

By 1983-84, 3,063 more applicants than in 1980-81 were already enrolled at
vocational schools or who had prior collegiate course work, and they now
accounted for nearly four out of every ten applicants. There were also
2,085 more high school seniors applying, but they now constituted only 61
percent of the total, compared to 73 percent four years earlier
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TABLE 40 Number of Cal Grant C Applicants by Academic Level and
Segment, 1980-81 to 1983-84

Change
Segment 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84
and Level # % # 4 # x # % Number Percent

Community Colleges

Level 1 4,073 74.2% 5,435 68 2% 5,781 65.5% 5,497 60.0% +1,424 + 35.0%
Level 2 1,043 19.0 1,824 22,9 2,258 25.6 2,683 29.3 +1,640 +157.2
Level 3 292 5.3 541 6.8 618 7.0 765 8.3 + 473 +162.0
Level 4 81 1.5 173 2.2 170 1.9 222 2.4 0+ 141 +174 1
Independent

Level 1 596 74.9 747 71.3 740 73.0 733 70.5 + 137 + 23.0
Level 2 110 13.8 158 151 171 16 § 205 19.7 + 95 + 86.4
Level 3 59 7.4 109 10.4 78 7.7 17 7.4 + 18 + 30.5
Level 4 3t 3.9 33 3.2 25 2.5 25 2.4 - 6 - 19.4
Proprietary and Other Private

Level 1 1,764 69.4 1,871 68.8 2,060 68.2 2,272 60.7 + 508 + 28.8
Level 2 541 21.3 614 22.6 656 21.7 1,100 29.4 + 559 +103.3
Level 3 170 6.7 172 6.3 233 7.7 286 76 + 116 + 68.2
Level 4 65 2.6 64 2.4 71 2.4 87 23 + 22 +231
All Segments

Level 1 6,440 72.9 8,064 68.6 8,587 66.7 8.535 61 0 +2,085 + 32.4
Level 2 1,697 19.2 2,600 22.1 3,086 24.0 3,999 28.6 +2,302 +135.6
Level 3 522 5.9 798 6.8 931 72 1,132 8.1 + 610 +116.9
Level 4 177 2.0 272 2.3 267 21 326 23 + 151 + 85 3
Note Level 1 1s high school senmiors or others who have not yet begun

postsecondary education; 2, postsecondary students who have not yet
completed 24 semester units; 3, postsecondary students who have
completed from 24 to 60 umits; and 4, those who have completed more
than 60 semester units of academic or vocational education at a
postsecondary institution.

Source: CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes

The most pronounced shift in the proportion of high school seniors compared
to those with prior academic or vocational education occurred in the Commu-
nity Colleges and at proprietary and other private institutions. At the
Community Colleges, the percentage of all applicants who were high school
seniors dropped sharply from 74 to 60 percent, and at proprietary institutions
1t declined from 73 to 61 percent. A similar trend was evident at independent
institutions, but the shift was less pronounced and the numbers involved
were much smaller.
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The Dependency Status of Applicants

The 1ncreasing number of older applicants produced a marked shift in the
ratio of financially dependent to independent applicants, as Table 41 shows.
In 1980-81, nearly 70 percent of all applicants were younger students dependent
on their parents for help in meeting the cost of attendance. By 1983-84 the
number of dependent applicants had increased by 39.2 percent, but they now
comprised only 62.4 percent of the total.

The rapid growth in numbers of independent or self-supporting applicants was
particularly striking in the Community Colleges, where 1n four yvears they
increased by 2,324, or by 139 3 percent The growth of independent applicants
1n these colleges accounted for 84.4 percent of the overall increase in such
applicants In no other segment was their growth as rapid or significant.

Family Income of Dependent Applicants

Table 42 on page 89 shows how the family-income distribution of financially
dependent applicants has changed over the past four years. Nearly half of
all dependent Community College applicants come from families with incomes
below 512,000, as did nearly 30 percent of all applicants at independent and
proprietary institutions. All three segments had even larger concentrations
of applicants in the lower-middle-income range.

TABLE 41 Dependency Status of Cal Grant C Applicants by Segment,
1980-81 to 1983-84

Change

Segment 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84
and Status Number Number Number Number Numbar Percent
Community Colleges

Dependent 3,821 4,940 5,163 5,169 + 1,348 + 35.3%

Independent 1,668 3,033 3,664 3,992 + 2,324 + 139.3
Independent

Dependent 613 807 308 834 + 221 + 36.0

Independent 183 240 206 206 + 23+ 12.6
Proprietary and Other Private

Dependent 1,825 1,962 2,127 2,690 + B65 t+ 4T 4

Independent 655 750 8B9 1,053 + 398 + 60.8
All Segments

Dependent 6,269 7,723 8,106 8,728 + 2,459 + 39.2

Independent 2,507 4,032 4,761 5,260 + 2,753 + 109.8

Source: CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes
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TABLE 42 Family Tncome Distribution of Financially Dependent
Cal Grant C Applicants by Segment, 1980-81 to 1983-84

Segment Change
and Income 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84
1n Thousands # 4 # % # % # %  Number Percent

Community Colleges

Under §12 1,902 49.8% 2,292 46.4% 2,442 47 3% 2,429 46.9% + 527 + 27 7%
$12-23,999 1,401 36.6 1,718 35.8 1,748 33 9 1,719 33.3 + 318 + 22.7
$24~35,999 440 11.5 744 15.0 715 13.8 728 14.1 + 288 + 65 4
$36-41,999 53 1.4 1046 21 125 2.4 147 2.8 + 94 +177 4
542 and Up 25 0.7 82 1.7 133 2.6 146 2.8 + 121 +484 0
Independent
Under 512 201 32.8 265 329 249 30.8 226 237.1 + 25 + 12 4
$12-23,999 219 35.7 292 36.1 264 32.6 268 32.1 + 49 + 22 4
$24-35,999 148 24.1 188 23.3 205 25.4 203 24.3 + 55 + 31.2
$36-41,999 31 5.0 38 4.7 45 5.6 70 8.4 + 39 +125.8
542 and Up 14 2.2 30 3.7 45 5.6 67 8.0 + 53 +378.6
Proprietary and
Other Private
Under $12 621 34.0 606 30.8 630 29.7 804 29.9 + 183 + 29.5
§12-23,999 686 37.6 675 34.4 695 32.7 876 32 5 + 190 + 27.7
$24-35,999 380 20.8 465 23.7 447 21.0 585 21.8 + 205 + 539
536-41,999 B0 4 4 119 6 1 162 7.6 168 6.2 + 88 +110 0
§42 and Up 58 3.1 97 5.0 193 9.1 249 11.2 + 191 +329.3

Source: CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes

Although the Cal Grant C program uses the same income ceiling for eligibility
as the Cal Grant A program, considerably fewer of 1ts applicants have had
incomes above the ceiling. The number of dependent applicants from families
with incomes over $42,000 increased in this period, but it never exceeded 3
percent in the Community Colleges, 8 percent in independent 1institutions,
and 11 percent among proprietary and other private institutions

Income Distribution of Financially Independent Applicants

The Community Colleges had the largest number of self-supporting applicants
and experienced a greater increase 1in these applicants than the other two
participating segments combined, as Table 43 on page 90 shows. The number
of self- supporting Community College applicants with incomes below $3,000
doubled between 1980-81 and 1983-84; the number with incomes between $3,000
and $6,000 increased by 74 percent; and those in higher i1ncome levels increased
between three and four fold
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TABLE 43 Student and Spouse Income of Financially Independent
Cal Grant C Applicants by Segment, 1980-81 to 1983-84

Segment Change
and Income 1380-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84
in Thousands ¥ Z # 4 # % # %  Number Percent

Comrunity Clleges

Under §3 855 51.2% 1,424 47.0% 1,558 42.5% 1,709 42.8% +854 + 99.9%
$3-5,999 560 33.6 848 28.0 909 24.8 976 24.4 +416 + 74.3
$6-8,999 164 9.8 501 16.5 739 20.2 798 20.0 +634  +386.6
$9-11,999 57 3.4 160 5.3 280 7.6 335 8 4 +278  +487.7
$12 and Up 32 1.9 100 3.3 182 5.0 174 4.4  +142  +443.8
Independent
Under $3 82 44.8 109 45.4 98 47 6 98 47.6 + 16 + 19.5
$3-5,999 51 27.9 72 30.0 57 27.7 54 26.2 + 3 + 5.9
$6-8,999 24 13.1 30 12.5 25 12.1 30 146 + 6 + 25.0
$9-11,999 10 5.5 15 6.2 15 7.3 12 5.8 + 2 + 20.0
$12 and Up 6 3.3 14 5.8 10 4 8 12 5.8 + 6 +100.0
Froprietary and Other Private
Under $3 292 44.6 302 40.3 356 40.0 381 36.2 + 89 + 30.5
$3-5,999 209 31.9 234 31 2 237 26.6 307 29.2 + 98 + 46.9
56-8,999 74 11 3 98 13.1 180 20.2 193 18 3 +119 +160.8
59-11,999 29 4.4 49 6.5 58 6.5 B4 80 + 55 +189.6
$12 and Up 47 7.2 67 8.9 58 6.5 88 8.4 + 41 + 87.2

Source: CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes

There were 173 self-supporting applicants at independent institutions in
1980~81 and 206 four years later. Nevertheless, their income distribution
did not change significantly The number of self-supporting applicants were
larger at proprietary institutions, but again no dramatic shifts occurred in
their income distribution

PROGRAM PROVISIONS AFFECTING
‘THE DISTRIBUTION OF NEW CAL GRANT C AWARDS

No major segmental shifts took place in the distribution of Cal Grant C

awards, yet four program provisions affected the selection process: (1)
methods for setting and adjusting the family income ceiling; (2) statutory
limits on the number of new awards; (3) designation of occupational fields
with labor market shortages; and (4) the six elements in the Cal Grant C
scoring system Each 1s examined in the following sections
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Setting and Adjusting the Family Income Ceiling

Throughout this period, eligibility for the Cal Grant C program was based on
financial need and the same variable income ceiling used by the Cal Grant A
program. Since 1981-82, that ceiling has not been adjusted for inflation.
This has made some applicants who were once eligible for the Cal Grant C
program ineligible simply because of the i1mpact of inflation on their families'
incomes. The number of such applicants has increased, particularly at
i1ndependent and proprietary institutions, where they accounted for 8 and 11
percent of all dependent applicants, respectively, by 1983-84. As a result,
the adverse affect of inflation on eligibility has been less severe for Cal
Grant C applicants than for many in the Cal Grant A program because a greater
Percentage of Cal Grant C applicants are self supporting and fewer are from
families with incomes near the ceiling.

Statutory Lumits on the Number of New Awards

The number of new Cal Grant C awards 1s set by statute at 1,337 a year and,

with the exception of 1979-80 and 1980-81, has remained at that level since

1975+76. This number 1s less than one-tenth the number of new grants in the

Cal Grant A program and less than one-fifth the authorized number in the Cal
Grant B program.

As earlier pages have shown, the number of needy eligible applicants has
increased in all three grant programs while the number of authorized new
awards has not. Moreover, the ratio of needy eligible Cal Grant C applicants
to awards was already high at five to one 1in 1980-81, but increased more
rapidly than in any other program over the next four years. By 1983-84 1t
reached more than nine to one, meaning that eight students applied for a new
Cal Grant C and were turned down for every one who received a new grant.
This rejection rate was more than double that i1n either of the other two
programs.

Designation of Occupations with Labor Market Shortages

The enabling legislation creating the Cal Grant C program stated that 1t
would provide grants i1n vocational-technical fields 1n which there were
labor market shortages. Following the creation of the program in 1973-74,
the Student Aid Commission established a list of occupational training
programs 1in fields that were faced with such shortages and required that
applicants must be seeking training in one of these fields to be eligible
for consideration for a grant. Since that time, however, the list of eligible
occupational training areas has not been updated, and yet the labor market
shortage areas of the early 1970s are unlikely to be the same as those
existing now or anticipated in the latter 1980s. The Auditor General appar-
ently agreed and 1ssued an opinmion earlier this year directing the Student
Aid Commission to revise i1ts procedures for designating such fields and to
develop a new list. A consultant was hired and his report adopted at the
Student Aid Commission's October 1985 meeting, but 1t will not be until next
year before advisory committees can meet to establish the new list. In the
interim, the original list of eligible programs continues to be used.
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Elements in the Cal Grant C Scoring System

There are six elements in the Cal Grant C scoring system designed to assess
applicants' prior preparation and course work, their employment history,
involvement in vocationally-related clubs or activities, their reasoms for
selecting the proposed training program, and a teacher or employer recommen-
dation. Each 1s weighted separately and then they are totaled to determine
the applicant's final score, with 100 points as the maximum.

The applicant's hagh schocl grade-point average counts for a maximum of 15
points. It 1s weighted less heavily in the Cal Grant C program than in the
other two grant programs because many Cal Grant C applicants left hagh

school many years prior to applying for these grants and because much of

their high school course work 1s not likely to relate directly to the training
program they hope to undertake.

The applicant's educational history in vocational-technical course work
counts for up to ten additional points.

A work history s required, listing all the jobs the applicant has held,
whether or not related to the proposed course of study, and 1t counts for up
to additional ten points  So does the listing of other qualifications,
including clubs, hobbies, or other vocationally related activities.

An applicant 1s also required to explain the reasons for selecting the
particular program by responding to ten questions. These subjective guestions
about motives count for up to 30 points in the final score.

Finally, the applicant must submit a teacher or employer recommendation
evaluating his or her skills, vocational-technical competence, and potent:ial.
This last important part of the scoring system can receive up to 25 points.

DISTRIBUTION AND CHARACTERISTICS OF NEW CAL GRANT C RECIPIENTS

As a result of the fixed number of first-time Cal Grant C awards and the
sharply increased competition for them, the distribution and characteristics
of new recipients have shifted over the past four years.

Number of New Recipients

Table 44 on page 93 summarizes the minor shifts that have occurred in the
segmental distribution of new award winners since 1980-81. In that vyear,
673 new recipients attended Community Colleges, 166 went :to i1ndependent
institutions, and 535 enrolled at proprietary imstitutions, including 18 at
hospital schools offering registered nursing programs. The following year,
the number of Community College recipients increased by 87 but then began a
two-year decline that left these colleges with 37 fewer recipients 1n 1983-84
than they had had four years earlier despite an increase of 3,572 additional
applicants The independent institutions experienced a slight decline of 16
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new recipients between 1980-81 and 1983-84, whale proprietary institutions
posted a small increase.

Academic Level of New Recipients

As noted earlier, the Cal Grant C program experienced a marked increase 1n
older applicants, including some seeking grants for job retraining, others
switching to vocational programs after beginning academic programs elsewhere,
and still others seeking grants to help them finance their second year of
training. This substantial increase in older applicants 1s reflected in
Table 45 on page 94 the increase of new recipients at Level 2 or above. The
number of Level 1 recipients -- high school seniors and others who had no
prior postsecondary education -- declined by 117 overall, while those at
Level 2 or above rose.

Dependency and Income Level of New Reciplents

Table 46 on page 95 shows the two shifts that have occurred in the past four
years in the number of financially depeadent and independent recipients and

TABLE 44 Number of New Cal Grant C Recipients by Segment,
1980-81 to 1983-84

Change

1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84
Segment Number Number Number Number Number  Percent
Community
Colleges 673 766 700 636 - 37 - 5.5%
Independent 166 138 149 150 - 16 - 9.6
Proprietary and
Other Pravate 535 433 488 549 + 14 + 26
All Segments 1,374 1,337 1,337 1,337 - 37 - 2.7
Note: In 1983-84, two first-time recipients attended a State University

campus. This was the first time that any State University or Univer-
s1ty campuses participated in the program.

Source: CSAC, October 1983 Agenda, Tab J
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TABLE 45

Segment
and Level

Number of New Cal Grant C Recipients by Academic
Level and Segment, 1980-8] to 1983-84
Change

1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84

Number % Number % Number % Number % Number Percent

Community Colleges

Level 1 336 49.9% 382 49 9% 281 40.1% 223 35.19 - 113 - 33.6
Level 2 223 133.1 244 318 268 383 253 39.8 + 30 + 13.4
Level 3 74 11.0 101 13.2 106 15.1 110 17.3 + 36 + 48.6
Level 4 40 5.9 39 5.1 45 6.4 50 79 + 10 + 25.0
Independent
Level 1 122 73.5 108 78.9 106 71.1 9% 64.0 - 26 - 21 3
Level 2 19 11.4 12 8.7 18 12.1 26 17.3 + 7 + 36.8
Level 3 13 7.8 § 5.8 10 6.7 17 11.3 + &4 + 30.8
Level 4 12 7.2 9 6.5 15 10.1 11 7.3 - 1 - 8.3
Proprietary and
Other Private
Level 1 316 59.1 259 59.8 265 54.3 307 56.9 - 9 - 4.4
Level 2 134 25.0 117 27.0 122 25.0 147 26.6 + 11 + 8.2
Level 3 51 9.5 35 8.1 60 12.3 55 9.8 + 4 + 7.8
Level 4 34 6.4 22 51 41 8 4 40 6.8 + 6 + 17 6
All Segments
Level 1 744 56.3 750 56.1 652 4B.8 627 46.9 - 117 - 15.7
Level 2 376 27.4 373 27.9 408 30.5 427 31.9 + 51 + 13.6
Level 3 138 10.0 144 10.8 176 13.2 182 13.6 + 44 + 31 9
Level 4 86 6.3 70 5.2 101 7.5 101 7.6 + 15 + 17.4
Note: Level 1 1s high school seniors or others who have not yet begun

Source.

postsecondary education; 2, postsecondary students who have not yet
completed 24 semester units, 3, postsecondary students who have
completed from 24 to 60 units; and 4, those who have completed more
than 60 semester units of academic or vocational education at a
postsecondary institution.

CSAC, October 1983 Agenda, Tab J.

1n the family-income distribution of dependent recipients. The first was an

increase
segment.

in the number of independent or self-supporting recipients 1in every
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